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1139. Also, petition of Emmett Arthur 

Hinkelman, Chicago, Ill., urging legislation 
to allow the sending of educational books 
and magazines postage free to students, in
stitutions of learning, and public libraries 
in the Marshall-plan countries; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

1140. Also, petition of William H. Elliott 
and others, San Fzancisco, Calif., requesting 
passage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known 
as the Townsend plan; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1141. Also, petition of Mabel Mattly and 
others, Stockton, Calif., requesting passage 
of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1142. Also, petition of P. F. Wichmann and 
others, La Fayette, Ind., requesting passage 
of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1143. Also, petition of Lon Donnell and 
others, Hutchinson, Kans., requesting pas
sags of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as 
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1144. Also, petition of Mrs. Mary Smith and 
others, Milwaukee, Wis., requesting passage 
of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1145. Also, petition of Josephine Heverling 
and others, Seattle, Wash., requesting pas
sage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as 
the· Townsend plan; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1146. Also, petition of Mrs. Mildred Cole 
and others, Tacoma, Wash., requesting pas
sage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as 
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1147. Also, petition of M!rs. E. O. Johnson 
and others, Cassadaga, Fla., requesting pas
sage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as 
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

1148. Also, petition of Mrs. Dorothea Graves 
and others, Orlando, F'la., requesting passage 
of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as the 
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

1149. Also, petition of Mrs. Ella Zeigler and 
others, St. Petersburg, Fla., requesting pas
sage of H. R. 2135 and H. R. 2136, known as 
the Townsend plan; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

SENATE 
FRIDAY, JUNE 24, 1949 

<Legislative day of Thursday, June 2, 
1949) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown 
Harris, D. D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Our Father God, hushing our thoughts 
to stillness, we would school our spirits 
in sincerity and truth as we wait before 
Thee, who knowest the secrets of our 
hearts. In a world of suspense and sus
picion and turmoil, breathe now in this 
quiet moment Thy peace on hearts that 
pray-the peace that comes only when 
our jarring discords are tuned to the 
music of Thy will. 

Then, as heralds of good will, send us 
forth across all the barriers of race and 
creed, to make our contribution to the 

glad day when justice and understand
ing shall engirdle this worn and weary 
earth. · 

We ask it in the Redeemer's name. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. LUCAS, and by unan
imous consent, the reading of the Jour
nal of the proceedings of Thursday, June 
~3. 1949, was dispensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT
APPROV AL OF JOINT RESOLUTION 

Messages in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States were com
municated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, 
one of his secretaries, and he announced 
that on June 23, 1949, the President had 
approved and signed the joint resolution 
(S. J. Res. 55) to print the monthly pub
lication entitled "Economic Indicators." 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the following bills and 
joint resolution, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. R. 2290. An act to provide for coopera
tion by the Smithsonian Institution with 
State, education, and scientific organiza
tions in the United States for continuing 
paleontological investigations in areas which 
will be flooded by the construction of Gov
ernment dams; 

H. R. 5240. An act to continue for a tem
porary period certain powers, authority, and 
discretion for the purpose of exercising, ad
ministering, and enforcing import controls 
with respect to. fats and oils (including but
ter), and rice and rice products; and 

H. J. Res. 240. Joint resolution authoriz
ing the erection in the District of Columbia 
of a statue of Simon Bolivar. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre
tary will call the roll. 

The roll was called, and the following 
Senators answered to their names: 
Aiken 
Anderson 
Baldwin 
Brewster 
Bricker 
Bridges 
Butler 
Capehart 
Chapman 
Chavez 
Connally 
Cordon 
Donnell 
Douglas 
Downey 
Eastland 
Ferguson 
Flanders 
Fulbright 
George 
Gillette 
Graham 
Green 
Hayden 
Hendrickson 

Hoey 
Holland 
Humphrey 
Hunt 
Ives 
Jenner 
Johnson, Colo. 
Johnson, Tex. 
Johnston, S. C. 
Kefauver 
Kem 
Kerr 
Kilgore 
Know land 
Langer 
Lucas 
McCarran 
McCarthy 
McClellan 
McFarland 
McGrath 
McKellar 
Magnuson 
Martin 
Maybank 

Miller 
Morse 
Mundt 
Murray 
Myers 
Neely 
Pepper 
Reed 
Robertson 
Russell 
Schoeppel 
Smith, Maine 
Sparkman 
Taft 
Taylor 
Thomas, Utah 
Th ye 
Tydings 
Watkins 
Wiley 
Williams 
Withers 
Young 

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD], the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. FREAR], the 
Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], the 
Senator from Louisiana [Mr. LONG], 
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEYJ, and the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS] are absent on 

official ~msirtess' in meetings of commit
tees of the Senate. 

The Senator from Louisiana · [Mr. EL
LENDER] is absent by leave of the Senate 
on official business, having been ap
pointed an adviser to the delegation of 
the United States of Americ~ to the 
Second World Health Organization As
sembly, meeting at Rome, Italy. 

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. 
McMAHON] is absent on official business, 
presiding at a meeting of the Joint Com
mittee on Atomic Energy in connection 
with an investigation of the affairs of 
the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The Senator from Maryland [Mr. 
O'CoNOR] is absent on official business, 
having been appointed a delegate to the 
International Labor Conference at Ge
neva, Switzerland. 

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 
STENNIS] is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from New York [Mr. 
WAGNER] is necessarily absent. 

Mr. TAFT. I announce that the Sen
ator from Montana [Mr. ECTON], the 
Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE], and 
the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. 
TOBEY] are absent on official business. 

The Senator from New Jersey [Mr. 
SMITHJ is absent because of illness. 

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. 
SALTONSTALL] and the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. WHERRY] are necessarily 
absent. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
CAIN], the Senator from South Dakota 
[Mr. GURNEY], and the Senator from 
Massachusetts [Mr. LODGE] are detained 
on official business. 

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKEN
LOOPERJ, the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN], and the Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. VANDENBERG] are in attendance 
at a meeting of the Joint Committee on 
Atomic Energy. 

By order of the Senate, the following 
announcement is made: 

The members of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy are in attendance at a 
meeting of the said committee in con
nection with an investigation of the af
fairs of the Atomic Energy Commission. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is 
present. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Members of the 
Senate be permitted to introduce bills 
and joint resolutions, and present for 
the RECORD petitions and memorials and 
other routine matters, without debate. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without Ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

DISPOSITION OF EXECUTIVE PAPERS 

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 
Senate a letter from the Acting Archivist 
of the United States, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a list of papers and docu
ments on the files of several departments 
and agencies of the Government which 
are not needed in the conduct of busi
ness and have no permanent value or 
historical interest, and requesting action 
looking to their disposition, which, with 
the accompanying papers, was referred 
to a Joint Select Committee on the Dis-
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position of Papers in the Executive De
partments. 

The VICE PRESIDENT appointe.d Mr. 
JOHNSTON of South Carolina and Mr. 
LANGER members of the committee on the 
part of the Senate. 
THE NORTH ATLANTIC PACT-MEMORIAL 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I pre
sent for appropriate reference a memo
rial signed by some 25 citizens of North 
Dakota remonstrating against adher
ence to the North Atlantic Pact by the 
United States. I ask unanimous consent 
that the memorial together with the 
names, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the memorial 
was ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed in the RECORD, with the signa
tures attached, as fallows: 

JUNE 20-21, 1949. 
To Sena tor WILLIAM LANGER, 
· Washington, D. C.: 

Convinced that war is not inevitable; that 
the North Atfantic Pact may provoke the 
very war it professes to prevent; believing 
that international differences can be settled 
through United Nations, we call upon you 
to actively oppose ratification of the pact and 
to vote against European rearmament, esti
mated by United States News to cost $20,-
000,000,000. We are unalterably opposed to 
feeding the war machine at the expense of 
our stan'dard of living. 

J ames A. Wenstrom, Sykeston, N. Dak.; 
D. B. Tate, Woodworth, N. Dak.; J. C. 
Schaffer, Carrington, N. Dak.; Ben 
Stahl, Sykeston, N. Dak.; Mrs. Ger
trude Stahl, Sykeston, N. Dak.; Lyle 
Catalla, Carrington, N. Dak.; Clifford 
Hill, Carrington, N. Dak.; Albert Paul
son, Carrington, N. Dak.; Russell 
Emery, Edmunds, N. Dak.; Cecil Thur-
1nan, Carrington, N. Dak.; Gordon 
Paulson, Carrington, N. Dak.; E. E. 
Wenger, Carrington, N. Dak.; T. J. 
Dunn, Carrington, N. Dak.; Ralph 
Hatch, Carrington, N. Dak.; Hugh A. 
Putnam, Carrington, N. Dak.; Ken
neth A. Ferguson, Carrington, N. Dak.; 
Geo E. Engstrom, Carrington, N. Dak.; 
John E. Eciwardsen, Carrington, N. 
Dak.; Charles C. Cope, Carrington, N. 
Dak .; Leo E. Steinmann, Carrington, 
N. Dak.; Alma Jean Johnson, Carring
ton, N. Dak.; Mels Erstad, Carrington, 
N. Dak.; Jake Schaffer, Carrington, N. 
Dak.; Clifford Sampson, Carrington, N. 
Dak.; James W. McCrea, Carrington, 
N. Dak.; J ames C. Rude, Carrington, N. 
Dak.; Carl T. Gilsepp, Carrington, N. 
Dak.; Geo. Clapper, Carrington, N. Dak.; 
Mrs. R. A. Wenstrom, Sykeston, N. Dak.; 
Anna Wenstrom, Sykeston, N. Dak.; 
R. A. Wenstrom, Sykeston, N. Dak.; 
Erling S. Boeck, Carrington, N. Da.k.; 
Art Gosstal, Carrington, N. Dak. 

WORLD 'FEDERATION-RESOLUTION OF 
. CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I pre
sent for appropriate reference and print
ing in the RECORD a certified copy of a 
resolution adopted by the General As
sembly of the State of Connecticut, mak
ing application to Congress to call a con
stitutional convention to consider amend
ments to ·the Constitution of the United 
States to facilitate participation in a 
world federation. 

The resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, and, 

under the rule, ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

Resolved by this assembly: 
Whereas war is now a threat to the very 

existence of our civilization, because modern 
science has produced weapons of war which 
are overwhelmingly destructive and against 
which there is no sure defense; and 

Whereas the effective maintenance of 
world peace is the proper concern and re
sponsibility of every American citizen; and 

Whereas the people of the State Of Con
necticut, while now enjoying domestic peace 
and security under the laws of their local, 
State and Federal Government, deeply de
sire the guarantee of world peace; and . 

Whereas all history shows that peace is 
the product of law and order, and that law 
and order are the product of government; 
and 

Whereas the United Nations, as presently 
constituted, although accomplishing great 
good in many fields, lacks authority to en
act, interpret or enforce world law, and un
der its present Charter is incapable of re
straining any major nations which may fos
ter or foment war; and 

Whereas the Charter of the United Na
tions expressly provides, in articles 108 and 
109, a procedure for reviewing and altering 
the Charter; and 

Whereas several nations have recently 
adopted constitutional provisions to facili
tate their entry into a world federal govern
ment by authorizing a delegation to such a 
world federal government of a portion of 
their sovereignty to endow it with powers 
adequate to prevent war; and 

Whereas the State of Connecticut has 
memorialized Congress, both through pas
sage by the general assembly in 1943 of the 
so-called Humber resolution, and through 
the world government referendum of 1948, 
overwhelmingly approved by the voters of the 
State, to initiate steps toward the creation 
of a world federal government: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the General Assembly of thl! 
State of Connecticut, That application is 
hereby made to the Congress of the United 
States, pursuant to article V of the Consti
tution of the United States, to call a con
vention for the sole purpose of proposing 
amendments to the Constitution which are 
appropriate to authorize the United States 
to negotiate with other nations, subject to 
later ratification, a constitution of a world 
federal government, open to all nations, with 
limited powers adequate to assure peace, 
or amendments to the Constitution which 
are appropriate to ratify any world constitu
tion which is presented to the United States 
by the United Nations, by a world constitu
tional convention or otherwise; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That the secretary of the State 
of Connecticut is hereby directed to trans
mit copies of this application to the Senate 
and the House of Representatives of the 
Congress, to the members of the said Sen
ate and House of Representatives from this 
State, and to the presiding officers of each of 
the legislatures in the several States, request
ing their cooperation. 

Given under my hand and the seal of the 
State, this 1st day of June A. D. 1949. 

(SEAL) 

CHESTER BOWLES, 
Governor. 

By His Excellency's command: 
WINIFRED ~CDONALD, 

Secretary. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE-RESOLUTION 
OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES' COUN
CIL, A. F. OF L. 

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina. 
Mr. President, I present for appropriate 

reference a resolution adopted by the 
Government Employees' Council, Ameri
can Federation of Labor, on June 14, 
1949, Washington, D. C., relative to 
pledge of allegiance as an annual ob
servance on the Monument lot at Wash
ington, D. C., each year, and I ask unani
mous consent that it be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was referred to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, and ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD,· as follows: 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE AS AN ANNUAL OBSERV• 

ANCE ON THE MONUMENT LOT AT WASHING• 
TON, D. C. 

Whereas in such times as these when loy
alty to the principles of free men are con
tinually under pressure from without and, 
in some instances from within; and 

Whereas complacency is the \7orst form of 
support any form of government can pos
sibly have; and 

Whereas the Governments of the United 
States and of the several States cannot pos
sibly be any stronger under the attaclts of 
those who would continue to wage the so
called cold war, than the faith of those men 
and women who, in high station and low, 
daily perform the task of operating those 
Governments to prove that our Nation, 
mighty though it be, must never falter for 
lack of enthusiastic demonstration of faith 
on the part of those who serve this Republic; 
and 

Whereas it logically is the opportunity on 
each Flag Day annually to lead the United 
States and all its people in a rededication of 
ourselves and our ambitions and our ener
gies toward ever building this Nation even 
higher in the esteem of the family of na
tions: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That all unions affiliated to the 
Government Employees' Council of the Amer
ican Federation of Labor declare that it is 
their intention, jointly, severally, and ac
ti·; ely in whatever appropriate fashion 
deemed best b) the Government Employees' 
Council to request permission for use of the 
Washington Monument lot in the city of 
Washington, D. C., the fourteenth day of 
June of each year or any day nearest that 
date deemed best suited and, that starting 
in 1950 the council supply· a mammoth Amer
ican flag of such material as may be durable 
and to be draped from strong light metal 
materials suspended from the Washington 
Monument as a backdrape for the public 
observance of Flag Day; and be it further 

Resolved, Tha~ the officers' committee and 
such other delegates to the Government Em
ployees' Council as may be designated will 
serve as the arrangements committee for 
the occasion, authorized to issue the invita
tions to speakers and special guests and 
that request be made of the President of 
the United States to make a personal ap
pearance and such remarks as he chooses 
on the occasion, and that other guests and 
speakers from whatever walks of life, includ
ing other national leaders in the legislative 
and judicial branches and from among labor 
and among industry and elsewhere as may 
be best suited, and that the occasion be ac
companied at the time of the unfurling of 
the flag with a mass pledge of allegiance and 
that a salute be requested from the armed 
forces; and be it further 

Resolved, That the occasion be preceded 
with a parade to be open for participation 
by students who at that season may be visi.., 
tors in the '."il'ation's C?,pital and by repre
sentatives and delegations of segments of 
the population who logically are part of the 
American scene, and that the cost of the flag 
be prorated among member unions of the 
council. 
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AMENDMENT OF CONSTITUTION RELAT

ING TO CERTAIN INCOME TAXES-RES
OLUTION OF RHODE ISLAND GENERAL 
ASSEMBLY 

Mr. GREEN. ·Mr. President, I present 
at this time a let ter addressed to me by 
Hon. Armand H. Cote, secretary of state 
of Rhode Island, enclosing a certified 
copy of Resolution H. 548, adopt ed by the 
Rhode Island General Assembly at the 
January 1949 session and approved by 
the Governor on May 3, 1949, which re-
peals Resolution No. 4. · 

In explanation, I should state that this 
Resolution No. 4 was adopted by the Gen
eral Assembly of the State of Rhode Is
land on March 15, 1940. On the follow
ing March 26 the Vice President laid it 
before the United States Senate, and it 
was appropriately referred to the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary. On the 
same date Representative Harry San
dager asked for unanimous consent to 
proceed for 1 minute, and, there being 
no objection, he spoke at some length on 
the subject of this resolution. 

When Resolution No.~ passed the gen
eral assembly in 19.40 it was by a divided 
vote in both houses, and it is my firm be
lief that the people of my State never 
approved the action taken in passing it. 
The reason is plain. The resolution pro
posed an amendment to. the Constitution 
of the United States relative to taxes on 
incomes, inheritances, and gifts. It pro
vided that the power of Congress to im
pose taxes of this kind be limited to a 
maximum of 25 percent, except in the 
case of a war creating a grave national 
emergency, · when the limit might be re
moved temporarily by a ·three-fourths 
vote of each House of Congress. 

This amendm€nt, of course, .cannot 
take effect until approved by two-thirds 
of the States, and such a number has not 
yet approved it, and possibly never will 
approve it. However, Rhode Island now 
withdraws its previous approval, and I 
trust any other States which may have 
approved it will act in the same manner, 
for such provision iS. inconsistent with 
present-day economic points of view and 
contrary to the fundamental principles 
of a democracy. 

I ask unanimous consent that the let
ter and Resolution H. 548 be appropriate
ly referred and printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
and resolution were referred to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, and ordered to 
be printed in the RECORD, as fallows: 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 
AND PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS, 

Providence, June 21, 1949. 
The UNITED STATES SENATE, 

Washington, D. C. 
GENTLEMEN: I am enclosing herewith cer

tified copy of Resolution H. 548, introduced 
by Representative Ralph D. Petrarca, entitled 
"Resolution Repealing Resolution No. 4," 
passed March 15, 1940, entitled "Resolution 
Proposing an Amendment to the Constitu
tion of the United States Relative to Taxes 
on Incomes, Inheritances, and Gifts," passed 
by· the general assembly at the January ses
sion, A. D. 1949, and approved by the Gov
ernor on the 3d day of May A. D. 1949. 

Very truly yours, 
ARMAND H . COTE, 

'Secretary of State. 

Resolution repealing Resolution No. 4, p assed 
March 15, 1940, entitled "R esolution Pro
p osing an Amen dment to the Constitution 
of the Unit ed St at es Relative t o T axes on 
Incomes, Inheritances, and Gifts." 
Resolved, That Resolution No. 4, passed 

March 15, 1940, entitled "Resolution Propos
ing an Amendment to the Constitution of 
the United States Relative to T axes on In
comes, Inheritances, and Gifts," be, and the 
same hereby, is repealed. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. PEPPER, from the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare: 

S. 1859. A bill to transfer from the Ad
ministrator of Veterans' Affairs to the At
torney General of the United States for the 
use of the Bureau of Prisons, a certain tract 
of land located at Chillicothe, Ohio; with
out amendment (Rept. No. 565). 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Texas, from the Com
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce: 

S. 1498. A bill to amend the Natural Gas 
Act, approved June 21, 1938, as amended; 
with an amen,dment (Rept. No. 567); and 

H. R. 4252. A bill to transfer the trawlers 
Alaska and Oregon from the Reconstruction 
Finance Corporation to the Fish and Wild
life Service; without amendment (Rept. NO. 
566). 

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs: 

S. 520. A bill to authorize and direct the 
Secretary of the Interior to issue to Leo Far
·Well Glenn, a Crow allottee, a patent in fee 
to certain lands; with amendments (Rept. 
No. 568}. 

ENROLLED BILL PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, June 24, 1949, he present
ed to the President of the United States 
the enrolled bill <S. 1794) to repeal cer
tain obsolete provisions of law relating 
to the naval service. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE 

As in executive session, 
The following favorable reports of 

nominations were submitted: 
By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com

mittee on Labor and Public Welfare: 
Lucile Petry, and sundry other persons for 

appointment and promotion in the Regular· 
Corps of the Public Health Service; 

Paul A. Lindquist, and sundry other per
sons for appointment and promotion in the 
Regular Corps of the Public Health Service; 
and 

G. Alice Boore, and sundry other persons 
for appointment and promotion in the Reg
ular Corps of the Public Health Service. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. TYDINGS (by request): 
S . 2136. A bill to authorize the Depart

ment of the Army to produce nitrogenous 
fertilizer materials required by occupied 
areas and by the Republic of Korea, and 
;for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. YOUNG: 
S. 2137. A bill to amend section 102 (a) 

of the Department of Agriculture Organic 
Act of 1944 to author~e the Secretary of 
Agriculture to carry out operations to com
bat aphids; to the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. 

By Mr. MARTIN: 
S. 2138. A bill for the relief of Mihjalo 

Bakic, also known as Mile Vujakiija ; t o t he 
Commit t ee on t he Judiciary. 

By Mr. KEFAUVER : 
S. 2139. A bill to ·provide that small busi

ness shall receive a f a ir share of Govern
ment procurements; to the Committee on 
Expend itures in the Executive Depar t ments. 

By Mr. WATKINS: 
S. 2140. A bill to authorize the Secreta ry of 

the Interior to exchange certain Navajo 
Tribal Indian land for certain Utah State 
land; to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affa irs. 

By Mr. O'MAHONE'Y (by request): 
S . 2141. A bill to authorize the United 

States to purchase restricted lands of indi
vidual Indians and for other purposes; and 

S. 2142. A bill to amend the act of Decem
ber 24, 1942 (56 Stat. 1086; 43 U. S. C., sec. 
36b) , entitled "Ari act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Interior to acquire lands or 
int erests in lands for the Geological Survey; 
to the Committee on Int erior and Insular 
Affairs. 

By Mr. McKELLAR: 
S. 2143. A bill to provide for the erection 

of a memorial at the "grave of Elizabeth 
Daniel, the widow of Joseph (Job) Daniel, a 
Revolutionary War soldier; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

E'LECTRICAL VOTING EQUIPMENT IN 
SENATE AND HOUSE CHAMBERS 

Mr. KEFAUVER submitted the follow
ing concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 
50), which was referred to ·the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration: 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring) , That in carrying 
out the provisions of the joint resolution 
entitled "Joint resolution relating to the ap
propria tion for the roofs and skyklights over 
the Senate and House wings of the Capitol, 
and for other purposes," approved July 17, 
1945, t h e Architect of the Capitol shall pro
vide for the installa tion of such conduits, 
wiring, and connections, and for such other 
works, as may be required for tl_l.e subsequent 
installation of electrical voting equipment 
in the Senate and House Chambers. 

HOUSE BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFE{RRED 

The following bills and joint resolu
tion were severally read twice by their 
titles, and referred, as indicated: 

H. -R. 2290. An act to provide for coopera
. tion by the Smithsonian Institution with 
State, education, and scientific organizations 
in the United States for continuing paleon
tological investigations in areas which will 
be flooded by the construction of Govern
ment dams; to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration. 

H. R. 5240. An act to continue for a tem
porary period certain powers, authority, and 
discretion for the purpose of exercising, ad
ministering, and enforcing import controls 
with respect to fats and oils (including but
ter), and rice and rice products; to the Com
mittee on Banking and Currency. 

H.J. Res. 240. Joint resolution authorizing 
the erection in the District of Columbia of 
a statue of Simon Bolivar; to the Committee 
on Rules and Administration. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY SENATOR LODGE IN 
CONNECTION WITH VOTE ON MORSE 
AMENDMENT TO LABOR BILL 

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I desire 
to have the permanent RECORD show that 
had I been present in the Senate on 
June 23 I would have voted "nay" on the 
amendment of the Senator from Oregon 
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[Mr. MoRsEJ to title III of the so-called 
Thomas bill. 
MILITARY APPROPRIATIONS - STATE

MENT BY SENATOR FLANDERS 

[Mr. TOBEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a statement re
garding military appropriations made by Sen
ator FLANDERS before the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations, on June 23, 1949, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR LANGER AT HART
FORD, CONN. 

[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD an address deliv
ered by him on June 4, 1949, the occasion 
of the twenty:-ninth anniversary of the Carl 
Schurz Unit, No. 22, of the Steuben Society 
of America at Hartford, Conn., which appears 
in the Appendix.] 

'l'HE DENAZIFICATION PROGRAM-NEWS 
COMMENT OF ADDRESS BY. SENATOR 
GILLETTE 

[Mr. HENDRICKSON asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the RECORD an ar
ticle entitled "Nazis Helped, GILLETTE Says," 
published in the Baltimore Sun of June 20, 
1949, which appears in the Appendix.] 

BIG SOVIET: STRONGER AMERICA-AR
TICLE FROM THE UNITED STATES NEWS 
AND WORLD REPORT 

[Mr. KILGORE asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an article en
titled "Big Soviet: Stronger America," pub
lished in the United States News and World 
Report of June 10, 1949, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

PROTESTS FROM GERMANY AGAINST DIS
MANTLING OF GERMAN PLANTS 

[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD three letters and 
a telegram from Germany addressed to him, 
protesting against the dismantling of Ger
man manufacturing plants, which appear in 
the Appendix.] 

DANGERS OF BUREAUCRACY-EDITORIAL 
FROM CLEVELAND PLAIN DEALER 

[Mr. BRICKER asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an editorial 
entitled "The Real Danger," published in the 
Cleveland Plain Dealer of June 20, 1949, which 
~ppears in the Appendix.] 

NATIONALISTS FORM PARTY IN GER
MANY-ARTICLE BY JACK RAYMOND 
(Mr. GILLETTE asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the RECORD an article en-
titled "Nationalists Form Party in Germany," 
written by Jack Raymond, and published in 
the New York Times of June 23, 1949, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

DEVELOPMENT OF LOW-GRADE IRON 
ORES IN MINNESOTA 

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained ieave 
to have printed in the RECORD a letter writ
ten by Mr. E. W. Davis, of the University of 
Minnesota, relative to the development of 
taconite ores in the Lake Superior district, 
which appears in the Appendix.] 

ECONOMIC INDICATORS NOW ON SALE 
[Mr. O'MAHONEY asked and obtained 

leave to have printed in the RECORD a letter 
addressed to him by the President regarding 
the publication and sale of "Economic In
dicators," a monthly publication of charts 
and tables showing economic trends and 
developments, whlch appears in the Ap
pendix.] 

ARE WE AFRAID OF._ FREEDOM?-EDITO
RIAL FROM THF HARTFORD COURANT 
[Mr. McMAHON asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the RECORD an editorial 

entitled "Are We Afraid of Freedom?" pub
lished in the Hartford Courant for June 19, 
1949, which appears in the Appendix.] 

IMPROVING THE VOICE OF AMERICA-
EDITOP.IAL FROM THE BRIDGEPORT 
POST 

[Mr. McMAHON asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an editorfal 
entitled "Improving the Voice of America,'' 
published in the Bridgeport Post for June 
21, 1949, which appears in the Appendix.) 

EDITORIAL COMMENT ON EXTENSION OF 
RECIPROCAL TRADE . AGREEMENTS 
ACT 

[Mr. LUCAS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD several editorials 
commenting on proposed legislation to ex
tend the Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act 
and the expansion of world trade, which 
appear in the Appendix.] 

PULLORUM DISEASE OF POULTRY-LET
TER FROM THE POSTMASTER GENERAL 
TO SENATOR LANGER 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have . printed in 
the body of the RECORD a letter addressed 
to me under date of June 23, 1949, by the 
Postmaster General relative to the ship
ment of diseased chicks, together with 
the regulations under which people in 
the State of North Dakota may protest 
the shipment of these chicks through the 
mails. 

There being no objection, the matter 
referred to was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as fallows: 

OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER GENERAL, 
Washington, D. C., June 23, 1949. 

Hon. WILLIAM LANGER, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR: This will acknowledge your 
letter of June 3, referring to one you re
ceived from the Poultry Improvement Board 
for the State of North Dakota, relating to 
the efforts of that board and the North Da
kota Livestock Sanitary Board to regulate the 
movement into North Dakota of day-old 
chicks from other States on account of the 
pullorum disease of poultry. 

It is understood the North Dakota law 
would prohibit entry into North Dakota from 
any other State of any shipment of day-old 
chicks unless certified as having originated 
from pullorum-free parent stocks. This is a 
subject which has been carefully considered 
pot only in connection with the North Da
kota law but with respect to similar laws in 
several other States. I regret to have to say 
there appears to be no statutory provision 
under which the purpose of these State laws 
could be carried out so as to regulate or 
restrict the movement by mail of such ship
ments. 

This Department has, however, been glad, 
when so requested, to publish instructions 
for the benefit of postmasters and mailers 
and notices of this kind have appeared from 
time to time in the Postal Bulletin. Such a 
notice with respect to the North Dakota law 
appeared in the Postal Bulletin of July 14, 
1944. A copy of this notice is being enclosed, 
from which it will be seen postmasters have 
been directed to · invite the attention of 
shippers to the provisions of your State law 
and to point out the fact that any parcel 
which is not accompanied with a certificate 
showing testing and freedom from pullorum 
disease may be subject to seizure by State 
officials after delivery to the addressees. 

Because of the time elapsed since these 
instructions were issued and in order to bring 
the matter again to the attention of post
masters and mailers, the notice relating to 
your State law will be republished in an early 
edition of the Postal Bulletin. It is hoped 

that this reminder will be helpful in accom
plishing the purpose you have in mind. 

Sincerely yours, 
J.M. DONALDSON, 

Postmaster General. 

[Reprint of notice which appeared in the 
Postal Bulletin of July 14, 1944] 

INSTRUCTION OF THIRD ASSISTANT POSTMASTER 
GENERAL 

PULLORUM DISEASE OF POULTRY 
Under the State laws of Utah and North 

Dakota, parcels containing day-old chicks, 
turkey poults, and hatching eggs for ship
ment into these States are required to be 
accompanied with a certificate showing they 
originated from pullorum-tested or pullo
rum-free flocks. Postmasters should convey 
this information to shippers who present 
such parcels for mailing to points within 
either of these States and, although the par
cels should not be refused acceptance, it 
may be pointed out to the senders that par
cels which are not accompanied with cer
tificates as to testing and freedom from 
pullorum disease may be subject to seizure 
by State officials after delivery to the 
addressees. 

LABOR-FEDERAL SECURITY APPROPRIA
TIONS-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. CHAVEZ submitted the following 
report! 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3333) making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Labor, the Federal Security Agency, 
and related independent agencies, for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and for 
other purposes, having met, after full and 
free -conference, have agreed to recommend 
and do recommmend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede· from its amend
ments numbered 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 19, 26, 29, 
35, 36, 37, 38, and 40. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 16, 17, 18, 20, 27, and 
28, and agree to the same. -

Amendment numbered 11: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to t he amend
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,975,600"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered ·14, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: · 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$16,600,000"; and the Senate . 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 21: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 21, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$18,900,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$6,000,000" ; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 23 : That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 23, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$10,725,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 
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.Amendment numbered 24: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$5,350,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$4,675,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. · 

Amendment numbered 31: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of t he Senate numbered 31, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,575,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 32: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 32, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of sum proposed by said amendment 
insert "$2,367,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 33: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 33, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$325,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 34: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$996,800"; and the Senate agree 
to the s.ame. 

The committee of conference report in dis-
agreement amendments numbered 25 and 39. 

DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
PAT McCARRAN, 
HOMER FERGUSON, 
CHAN GURNEY, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOHN E. FOGARTY, 
E. H. HEDRICK, 
CHRISTOPHER C. MCGRATH, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
FRANK B. KEEFE, 
ERRETT P. ScRIVNER, 

Managers on the Par t of the House. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent for the present con

. sideration of the conference report. 
There being no objection, the report 

was considered and agreed to. 
The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the 

Senate a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing its action on 
certain amendments of the Senate to 
House bill 3333, which was read as fol
lows: 

IN THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES, U. S., 

Jun e 23, 1949. 
Resolved, That the House agree to the con

ference report to the bill (H. R. 3333) en
titled "An act making appropriations for the 
Department o~ Labor, the Federal Security 
Agency, and related independent agencies, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and 
for other purposes"; 

That the House recede from its disagree
·ment to the amendment of the Senat e num
bered 2ri, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter 
proposed by said amendment insert the fol
lowing: 

"Research facilities, National Institute of 
Dental Research: For the preparation of 
plans and specifications for suitable and ade
quate buildings and facilities for the use of 
the National Institute of Dental Research, 

as authorized by section 5 of the National 
Dental Research Act, approved June 24, 1948 
(Public Law 755, 80th Cong.), $100,000, to 
remain available until expended, which 
amount, except such part as may be neces
sary for incidental expenses for the Public 
Health Service, shall be transferred to the 
Federal Works Agency for the performance of 
the work for which the appropriation is 
made." 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered :l9, and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the matter 
proposed by said amendment insert the 
following: "there is further appropriated for 
such account $33,000,000 for each of the 
fiscal years 1950, 1951, 1952, and 1953, and not 
to exceed $34,852,000 for the fiscal year 1954, 
in all not to exceed $166,852,000 for military
service credits under the Railroad Retirement 
Act, as amended, and before the final pay
ment hereunder the Railroad Retirement 
Board shall certify to the Bureau of the 
Budget the total amount due on account of 
such military service credits: Provided fur
ther, That." 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate agree to the amend
ments of the House to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 25 and 39. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from New Mexico. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished Senator tell us just what 
is the result of the recessions on the part 
of the House to certain Senate amend
ments? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. From the total ap
propriations made by the Senate we 
took off $22,027,380. That results 
mainly from dividing some of the items 
which were included by the Senate. As 
to the appropriation for railroad retire
ment, the Senate amendment called for 
the appropriation of the total amount 
in four annual installments. We agreed 
that it should be paid in five annual in
stallments. That accounts for most of 
the reduction in the total. Let me say to 
the Senator that as a whole the items 
of increase included by the Senate, even 
on the floor, were generally retained in 
the conference. 

Mr. LANGER. I thank the Senator . 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the · 
Senator from New Mexico. 

The motion was agreed to. 
LABOR AND MANAGEMENT DUTIES AS 

SEEN BY POPE PIUS XII-ARTICLE 
FROM UNITED STATES NEWS AND 
WORLD REPORT 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, in
asmuch as the Senate is now dealing 
with the subject of labor and labor legis
lation, I deem it appropriate to have in
serted in the RECORD an article published 
in the United States News and World Re
port of June 17, 1949, entitled "Labor 
and Management Duties as Seen by Pope 
Pius XII." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
LABOR AND MANAGEMENT DUTIE::" AS SEEN BY 

POPE PIUS xn 

It is with equal solicitude and the same 
interest that we see coming to us, each in 
turn, the workers and the representatives of 
industrial organizations, and both, one and 

the other, exprr ss to us-with a confidence 
that deeply touches us--their respective 
worries and problems. 

Thus, while welcoming you with our whole 
heart, we most willingly take, dear sons, the 
opportunity that you afford to us of express
ing our paternal pleasure and also to praise 
your zeal in spreading the Ch rist ian social 
doctrine in the economi0 world. 

We .allude to the worries and problems of 
those engaged in industrial product ion. Both 
false . and evil in its consequences and, un
happily, only too widespread, is t he preJl.'dice 
which sees in those problems irreconcilable 
opposition between the various interests. 
'Inat opposition, however, is merely appar
ent. In the economic sphere there is a com
munity of activities and interests shared by 
leaders •Jf indust:·y and the workers. To dis
regarc this mutual bond, or to endeavor to 
break it; can only be but the pretension of ~ 
blind and unreasonable despotism. 

Employers and workers are not unrecon
cilabl 1 enemies. They are collaborators in a 
common effort, they eat, so to speak, at tb,e 
same table since they live, event ually, from 
the gross or net profits of the national econ
omy. Each has his income, and in this re
spect their mutual relations are not subor
dinated, one to the s~rvice of the other. 

To earn one's living is an attribute of the 
personal dignity of anyone who, in one form 
or another, makes his contribution to the 
service of the national economy In the bal
ance sheet wages may figure as employers' 
expenses, but from the point of view of na
tional economy, they are the expenditure of 
natural assets used for national production 
and, in consequence, must be in continual 
supply. 

It follows that both parties h ave an inter
est in seeing that the cost of national pro
duction be in proportion to the returns. 
Since, hcwever, the interest is mutual, why 
can it not find mutual expression in a com
mon formula? Why should it not be lawful 
to give workers a fair share of responsibility 
in the establishment and development of 
national economy-and that nowadays more 
than ever when the scarcity of capital and 
diffirulties of international exchanges para
lyze the free flow of expenditure on national 
production? Recent attempts at socializa
tion have only made this sad reality even 
more clear. It is a fact; and neither has bad 
will of one side created it, nor can good will 
on the other side eliminate it. 

While, then, there is still time, why not 
ieal with the subject, in full appreciation of 
common responsibility, in such a way as to 
safeguard one side from undeserved diffi
dence, and the other from illusions that 
would not be long in becoming a social 
danger? 

For this community of interest and re
sponsibilities, in the sphere of national econ
omy. Our ever memorable predecessor, Pope 
Pius XI, had already suggest ed a suitable and 
concrete formula, when in h is en cyclical 
Quadragesimo Anno he recommended pro
fessional organization in the various branches 
of production. 

In fact, nothing seemed to him to be more 
fitted to overcome economic liberalism than 
the establishment of a statute of p• blic law, 
for social economy, based precisely on the 
mutual responsibility of all those sharing 
the work of production. This passage of the 
encyclical around a series of objections. 
Some saw in it a concession to modern po
litical opinions, while others regarded it as 
a return to the Middle Age.s. 

It would have been incomparably wiser to 
put asid~ c.~d and inconsistent prejudices 
and come together, wholeheartedly and with 
good will, for the realization of such a proj
ect with its many practical applications. 

Unfortunately, this part of the encyclical 
seems now to present us wit h yet another 
example 1f the ripe opportunity being misse&, 
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because it was not grasped at the right time. 
Subsequently, there have been attempts to 
elaborate other fm·ms of juridical and public 
organization of the social economy, and at 
the present time _ preference is given to state 
and national ownership of industry. 

There is no dnubt that the church, too, 
within certain just limits, approves nation 
al;zation and holds that one may legitimately 
reserve to public authority certain kinds of 
assets, namely those which are of such power 
and importance that they cannot be left in 
the hands of private individuals without en
dangering the common good. (From Quad-. 
ragesimo Anno.) 

To make nationalization, however, the nor
mal rule for public organization of economy 
would be to reverse the order of things. The 
object of public law is, in fact, to serve pri
vate rights, and not to absorb them. Eco
nomics are not, by their nature, a state in
stitution, any more than a ·1y other branch 
of human -activity. On the contrary, they . 
are the living product of the free enterprise 
individuals and of groups of individuals 
freely constituted. 

Neither would it be correct to say that all 
private enterprise is, by nature, -a society in 
which the relations between the collaborators 
be determined by the ru:tes of dist ributive 
just ice in such a way that ·all, without dis
tinction- be they owners, or not, of the 
means of production-would have a right to 
share in the property, or at least in the 
profits of the ente:rprise. 

Such a concept starts with the assumption 
· that all enterprise, by its n ature , comes 

within the sphere of public right. This as
sumption is false, whether the enterprise be 
constituted in the form of a foundation or 
an association of all the workers as copro
priet ors, or it be the private property of an 
individual who signs a work contract wit h 
his workers : it is amenable to the private 
juridical order of economic life. 

All that we h ave just said refers to the 
juridical n ature of enterprise as such, but · 
the term "ent erprise" can admit another 
entire category of other personal relations 
between collaborators, which must not be 
forgotten , and also the relations of mutual 
responsibility. 

The proprietor of the means of produc
tion-whether he be an individual, or an as
sociat ion , or a foundation of workers-must 
always rem ain the m aster in economic de
cisions, within the limits of public economic 
law. It is obvious that the share of the pro
prietor will be larger than that of his col
laborators; but it follows that the m aterial 
well-being of all the membets of the na
tion-which is the aim of social economy
obliges him more than the others to con
tribute to the in crease of n ational assets by 
savings. 

Just as one must not forget that it is of 
supreme benefit to a sound social economy 
that this increase in assets should come 
from as many sources as possible, it is also 
greatly to be desired that the workers, too, 
should be able, as a result of their savings, 
to share in the building up of national as
sets. 

Many men of industry, non-Catholics and 
Catholics such as you, have at various times 
expressly declared that the social doctrine bf 
the church-and that doctrine alone-is 
capable of providing the essential elements 
for a solu tion of the social question. 

Undoubtedly, the putting into practice of 
this doctrine cannot be done in a day. Its 
realization requires of all wisdom, perspi
cacity and foresight, together with a large 
amount of common sense and good will. It 
requires of them, above an, a radical resist
ance to the temptation of each working for 
his own advantage at the expense of the oth
ers-regardless of the nature and form of 
their participation--or at the expense of 
the common good. It requires that altruism 

which only true Christian virtue, strength
ened by the help and grace of God, can in
spire. 
. To bring this help and grace on your as

sociation and its internal growth and exter
nal diffusion-particularly in those countries 
which, even though Catholic, need, however, 
to give wider consideration to the social 
teaching of the church-we give, with all the 
effusion of our heart, to yourselves and your 
association, and under the powerful patron
age of the mother of divine love, our apos-
tolic blessing. · 

NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS ACT OF 
1949 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill -<S. 249) to diminish the causes 
of labor disputes burdening or obstruct
ing interstate and foreign commerce, and 
for other purposes. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question 
is on agreeing to the amendment offered 
by the Senator from Florida [Mr. HOL
LAND] , for himself and other Senators, to 
the substitute offered by the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. THOMAS] for the origi
nal language- of the bill. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I under
stand that the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
LUCAS] intends to seek a unanimous-con
sent agreement. If so, I suggest that he 
give notice of it, so that it will not be 
necessary to have another quorum call 
at that time. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I appreci
ate the suggestion made by the distin
guished Senator from Ohio. I hope, 
within the next few minutes, to seek a 
unanimous-consent agreement to vote 
on the Holland amendment, the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Illi
nois, and the Taft substitute. I am hav
ing the language of the request prepared. 
I now give notice to the Senate that I 
shall seek a unanimous-consent agree
ment in a short while. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I 
should like to explain that there is a pro
vision in the Thomas bill applicable to 
some of the questions which arose yes
terday aft ernoon. Various questions 
were addressed to the junior Senator 
from Florida yesterday by his distin
guished senior colleague [Mr. PEPPER] 
with reference to the interpretation and 
meaning of the amendment offered to the 
Thomas bill by the distinguished Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HOEY], the 
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
BRICKER], the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas [Mr. SCHOEPPEL], and myself. I 
think it is only fair to supplement the 
answers which I gave at that time by 
inviting the attention of all Senators to 
the fact that section 404 of the Thomas 
bill, under title IV, makes provision for 
the inclusion in the Thomas bill, in that 
portion of it which would not be affected 
by our amendment, and would not be 
displaced, of the identical provisions of 
the Taft-Hartley Act with reference to 
the nonapplication of injunctive orders 
as against individual workmen in their 
individual capacity. 

Section 404 of the Thomas bill, being a 
portion of title IV of that bill, under the 
heading "Miscellaneous provisions," in
cludes, and will continue to include in 
the pending measure, as I understand, 
in the same words as those now employed 
in the Taft-Hartley· Act, a provision on 

the subject which engaged ·the interest 
of my distinguished colleague and others 
on the floor of the Senate yesterday: I 
quote the provisions of section 404 of the· 
Thomas bill : 

SEC. 404. Nothing in this act shall be con
strued to require an individual employee to 
render labor or service without his consent, 
nor shall anything in this act be construed to 
make the quitting of his labor by an indi
vidual employee an illegal act; nor shall any 
court issue any process to compel the per
formance by an individual employee of such 
labor or service without his consent; nor 
shall the quitting of labor by an employee or 
employees in good faith because of abnor
mally dangerqus conditions for work at the 
place of employment of such employee or .em
ployees be deemed a strike under this act. 

INT3:RNATIONAL REFUGEE ORGANIZA-
TION-FOREIGN POLICY-RELATIONS 
WITH CHINA 

Mr . BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
should like to refer to the displaced per
sons situation, which was discussed yes
terday. There was a rather unanimous 
expression of opinion, aside from the 

' Senator from Nevada [Mr. MCCARRANJ, 
that it was very regrettable that action 
had not been taken on this matter. 
There was a great deal of expression of 
regret that the United States had not, 
perhaps, done its full share on this prob-
lem. -

In justice both to the Congress and to 
the country, I wish to say a few words 
which may seem to some extent to justify 
the proposition that the United States 
has been extremely generous in connec
tion with dealing with this problem, 
without undertaking to def end the pre
cise legislation of last year, for which I 
did not vote. I supported the so-called 
Fellows bill, a House bill, which repre
sented a somewhat more generous 
attitude. 

I have before me the report of the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Ex
ecutive Departments, filed last week. I 
wish to call attention to certain figures 
in that report with regard to the plan 
for the International Refugee Organiza
tion. The report, No. 476 of the Eighty
first Congress, first session, was filed on 
June 8, 1949. There was allotted to the 
United States, as its share of the contri
butions for the support of the Interna
tional Refugee Organization, the amount 
of approximately 40 percent. That was 
to be the contribution of the United 
States. The exact :figures, as shown in 
appendix D, on page 38, are for the 
United States of America, administrative 
expenses, 39.89 percent; and for oper
ating expenses, 45. 75 percent. 

Now let us look at the actual contri
bution in proportion to what was allotted 
to us as our equitable share. In Ap
pendix E, for the contributions received 
as of March 18, 1949, for the fiscal year 
1947-48, we find that the United States 
of America has contributed $71,024,899 
out of a total of $117,110,461. ·1n other 
words, the United States has contributed 
more than 61 percent. I think that fact 
may well be borne in mind by all of those 
who are concerned as to whether the 
United States has responded in sufficient 
measure to the appeal of this great hu
manitarian cause. 

I come now to appendix F. 
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(At this point Mr. BREWSTER yielded to 
Mr. LucAs, who proposed a unanimous
consent agreement, and debate ensued, 
which, on request of Mr. BREWSTER, and 
by unanimous consent, was ordered to 
be printed at the conclusion of Mr. 
BREWSTER'S speech.) 

Mr. BREWSTER. Under appendix F, 
on page 39 of the report, there is a list 
of the contributions due and rece:.ved 
by the International Refugee Organiza
tion as of March 18, 1949, for the fiscal 
year 1948-49. The other tabulation 
was for 1947-48. I find that we have 
contributed to that portion $52,982,796 
out of a total of $86,365,170, or some
what more than 53 percent. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the 
Senator from Maine yield to the Senator 
from North Dakota? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. I wonder whether the 
Senator's figures are not" inaccurate. Is 
it not true that under the International 
Refugee Constitution German children 
are not included? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I was not speaking 
in regard to that. I think probably that 
is the case. 

Mr. LANGER. Is it not true that we 
have appropriated millions upon millions 
of dollars, so that the Army in Europe 
could feed those millions of German 
children? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Unquestionably. 
Mr. LANGER. In other words, the 

constitution which was adopted took 
care of all the children in the world 
except German children. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I do not think that 
is quite accurate. 

Mr. LANGER. With the exception of 
Japan. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think there is 
also considerable difficulty, to which I 
shall refer shortly, in the Middle East. 
I shall speak about that. But in con
nection with this program, to which we 
have contributed from 61 percent to 63 
percent of the total funds received by 
the mo in the past 2 years, we were 
only supposed to contribute 45 percent. 
That shows whether America has been 
exceedingly generous. 

Mr.LANGER. But in connection with 
the percentage stated, the money which 
the Army spent for the German c:Qildren 
should be added. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think there are 
several other items which should also be 
included. 

I was also interested to read from this 
report of the Committee on Expenditures· 
in the Executive Departments, filed on 
June 8, 1949, 2 weeks ago, the following 
statement regarding the Jewish displaced 
persons. I read from page 32: 

5. JEWISH DISPLACED PERSONS 

The subcommittee learned that consider
able internal confiict arose in connection 
with the movement of Jewish displaced per
sons to Israel. 

When the IRO assumed its responsibilities 
for displaced persons and refugees on July 1, 
1947, there were approximately 156,000 
Jewish displaced persons in the camps and 
assembly centers which the Organization 
took over from UNRRA. At that time, the 
IRO took over existing agreements between 

UNRRA and the Jewish Agency for Palestine 
under which the IRO was to move 1,500 Jew
ish persons per month to Palestine for. re
settleme11t so long as Great Britain remained 
the mandatory power there. Discussion was 
subsequently begun with a view to moving 
a considerably greater number as soon as the 
mandatory power withdrew. 

When Great Britain withdrew from Pales
tine, however, difficulty arose wlthin the IRO 
Secretartat and policy staff with respect to 
the policy to be followed. A top-level official, 
following the position of his government, 
maintained that there should be no further 
IRO movement of Jews to Palestine until a 
complete solution and agreement was 
reached between the Arab countries and the 
new state of Israel, with United Nations 
approval. 

It has never been reached as a result, 
in substantial measure, if we believe cur
rent reports, of the intervention of our 
own State Department to block the 
agreement which was reached between 
Egypt and Israel as to that situation. 

I shall not read further, except to quote 
from page 33: 

As staff discussions developed lt became 
quite clear that there was considerable anti
Jewish feeling among a number of the staff 
members. 

The committee goes on at considerable 
length to condemn the attitude of the 
mo. to which we are contributing 61 
percent of the money. They are dis
criminating in the administration of the 
act against the one group in this coun
try who were assisting their fell ow re
ligionists to move to Palestine, where 
they would be able to look out for them
selves. In other words, the one group in 
the world who were trying to take care 
of their own people, who were assisting 
them to go to Israel, where they would 
be able to develop self-sufficiency, were 
being blocked by the mo. to which we 
were contributing 61 percent of the 
money. I shall refer in a moment some
what further to the situation in the Mid
dle East, but I want to discuss for a mo
ment this matter of the displaced 
persons. 

So far as Europe is concerned our for
eign policy throughout the world seems 
to be, with the closing of the Paris Con
ference, in a state of almost complete 
collapse. How one can reconcile the 
contradictions in our policy which are 
evident in every phase of the world situa
tion it is impossible to conceive. We 
have before us on the table, held there 
last night, the nomination of two diplo
matic representatives. One is an Am
bassador to Czechoslovakia, the other, 
an envoy to Hungary. Both of these 
gentlemen so far as I know are worthy. 
Mr. Briggs comes from my own State of 
Maine, and has been -in the diplomatic 
~ervice for a long time. Any retention 
of this appointment upon the table in
dicates in no way any question about Mr. 
Briggs or his capacity to serve. The 
same thing is true in regard to Mr. Davis 
serving in Hungary. What it does pre-· 
sent however, is the question which is 
presented to our Secretary of State as 
to why he is wasting our time and money 
and violating our own principles as enun
ciated by him recently in his statement 
regarding Spain, by sending an Ambas
sador to Cz~choslovakia. It became ap
parent yesterday when we ,were discuss-

irtg this matter that one of the reasons 
we have to appropriate $60,000,000" to 
assist the refugees is because .: Czecho
slovakia has taken such ah attitude that 
hundreds of thousands of the ·residents 
of that ·country have been compelled to 
leave the country; now under~totalitarian 
domination reflecting the Moscow poli
cies, and go to other countries, where 
they become refugees. We are · then 
obliged to take them over. 
· In the case of Spain, Mr. Acheson, the 

Secretary of State, ·enunciated very 
clearly that we should not send an am
bassador to Spain; first, he said, because 
the appointment of an ambassador had 
no significance anyway, that it was an 
utterly meaningless thing, and that it 
did not matter whether we had an am
bassador or a charge d'affaires, for either 
could equally well serve. If that be cor
rect, why do we send an ambassador to 
Czechoslovakia, when that nation not · 
only is violating every principle which 
he laid down, but, in addition, it is driv
ing thousands of its citizens out into the 
arms of a cold world--

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall be happy to 
yield to the Senator from Ohio. 

Mr. TAFT. I do not know whether 
the Senator from Maine has read Mr. 
Acheson's statement issued on May 1, in 
which he refused to send an ambassador 
to Spain. He said that this whole thing 
about having an ambassador is unimpor
tant. . He says it is important only if it 
becomes a symbol of something else, and 
if it ceases to be a symbol, it would not 
make any difference to anyone whether 
we had an ambassador or whether we 
had not. 

What does the Senator think about 
the appointments pending on the pres
ent Executive Calendar of a minister to 
Hungary and an ambassador to Czecho
slovakia, which countries are completely 
controlled by Communists? Is not the 
appointment of an ambassador to Czech
oslovakia a symbol, just as much as is 
the appointment of an ambassador to 
Spain-a symbol of the fact that ap
parently we tEl.pprove of the government 
in Communist countries and we do not 
approve the Government of Spain? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the situa
tion is even moi;e pointed, because in 
the ·Case of Hungary a minister is in
volved, and not an ambassador. In the 
case of Hungary our Minister was 
obliged to leave. He got out of the 
country approximately 3 hours ahead of 
the time when the Hungarian Govern
ment requested his recall, because he 
dared to stand up and speak for the very 
principles to which Mr. Acheson paid 
such glowing tribute. In other words, 
because that country was abusing every 
right which we recognize, in the case of 
Cardinal Mindszenty, and, later, in the 
case of the Methodist bishops whom it 
abused, our Minister could not tolerate 
those actions, and because he repri
manded the authorities. we had to bring 
our Minister home. Now we appoint 
another orie in his place as a symool of 
our abject surrender t.o the situation. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator recalls, per
haps, that one of Mr. Acheson's reasons 
for not recognizing Spain and sending 
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an amba£:sador there was that Spain did 
not have the essentials of individual 
liberty, the first essential being the writ 
of habeas corpus and an independent 
judiciary. Is the Senator advised 
whether there is in Hungary today the 
right to a writ of habeas corpus, and 
an independent judiciary? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Cath
olic and Protestant bishops who have 
been in the hands of the Gestapo there 
would be very much interested to dis
cover some such right, some right to be 
tried in a tribunal which would give 
them the very elemental human rights 
for which Mr. Acheson so eloquently 
plead. 

Mr. TAFT. Is the Senator advised 
whether there is any writ of habeas cor
pus in Czechosloval{ia at this time? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think Mr. Ache
son's legal mind would find it impossible 
to discover such a right. I was much 
intrigued by the fact that at the press 
conference the Secretary of State was 
asked how. he reconciled his statement 
regarding Spain with his statement re
garding Czechoslovakia and Hungary, 
and he answered that he did not care to 
discuss the matter. That was the only 
thing he was able to say to the press and 
to the people of the country as to how 
he could reconcile his action in that case. 

Mr. TAFT. The Senator no doubt re
members that the second right was the 
right of trial by jury. Does the Senator 
know whether there is any right of trial 
by jury in Hungary or in Czechoslovakia? 

Mr. BREWSTER. As I understand, 
Cardinal Mindszenty was condemned by 
a court, a judicial tribunal, and ls now 
languishing in prison without any of 
those human rights which we have 
deemed essential in this country. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. Acheson says: 
Then there is the question of religious 

liberty, which is fundamental to a free exer
cise of the human personality. That right 
does not exist in Spain. 

Is the Senator advised whether it ex
ists in Czechoslovakia or Hungary? 

Mr. BREWSTER. The cases which 
have brought the subject to the attention 
of the world are a complete refutation 
of any idea that religious liberty can be 
practiced in those nations . . 

Regarding Spain, the current constitu
tion of Spain does provide for religious 
liberty, not of the sort we have here, but, 
at any rate, it allows under its terms 
the practice of any religion, not in the 
entirely public and ostentatious manner 
we have here. At least, it goes one step 
ahead of what is allowed in Czechoslo
vakia or Hungary. As a matter of fact, 
the law relating to the expulsion of the 
Jews was expressly repealed by the 
Franco government in the past 2 years. 

Mr. TAFT. One of the other com
plaints Mr. Acheson makes regarding 
Spain is this: 

Then there is the right of association
association in political activities, association 
in trade-union activities, association in be
nevolent activities. 

Do any of these rights of association 
exist in Hungary or in Czechoslovakia? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think, according 
to Eric Johnston, who has visited over 
there, the entire Communist theory now 
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applied in Russia and in the satellite 
countries is to send anyone who asserts 
such a right to Siberia or some similar 
place to languish there until he meets an 
untimely end. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator further yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. HILL 
in the chair>. Does the Senator from 
Maine yield to the Senator from Ohio? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Does the Senator see any 

logic whatever in the position of the 
State Department in nominating a min
ister to Hungary and an ambassador to 
Czechoslovakia and its refusal to recog
nize Spain and· to send an ambassador to 
Spain? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I have been en
tirely unable to see any logic in that 
position. I appreciate the statements 
made by the chairman of the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations and by the 
ranking minority member on the Re
publican side of the Committee on For
eign Relations when the matter of Spain 
was up for discussion, indicating that 
they had no sympathy for our policy in 
that regard, and felt that our relations 
with Spain should be normalized, which 
would be the only way in the world we 
could preserve any measure of self-re
spect before the peoples of the world. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall be happy to 
yield to the Senator from Mississippi. 

Mr. EASTLAND. With regard to the 
situation which the Senator has been 
describing, does it not look as if religion 

· had something to do with it, and that 
probably the Ku Klux Klan has too much 
influence in the State Department? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I had not pursued 
the matter that far. I do not know 
just what the religious background of 
the problem is, but, certainly, if we are 
to retain any measure of self-respect 
before the nations of the world, it seems 
to me we must have a consistent policy 
and follow it through. 

I again emphasize that in deferring 
consideration of the Ambassador to 
Czechoslovakia and the Minister to Hun
gary, it is a matter of policy which is 
involved, not a matter of personalities 
or individuals. 

In a moment I want to refer, also, to 
Mr. Butterworth, who represents the 
Chinese policy of the administration, and 
to discuss somewhat the implications of 
the consideration of his name at this 
time. But before I leave the matter of 
ambassadors and ministers and our dip
lomatic representatives, I want to refer 
for a moment to one other nomination 
which has caused some comment in the 
press because of what apparently was 
considered its somewhat unusual aspects. 
That is the case of the recent nomina
tion of Mrs. Mesta to represent this 
country in the Duchy of Luxemburg. 
Some question has been raised regard
ing· her qualifications for that position. 
As a life-long advocate of the rights of 
women to participation in political af
fairs, it has been profoundly gratifying 
to me and, I know, to many on this side 
of the Chamber, to see the extent to 
which women are moving into the affairs 
of government and receiving some meas-

ure of recognition, however belated, to 
which they are entitled by the contribu
tion which they can so obviously make. 
We have been delighted this year towel
come into our own ranks, on this side of 
the Chamber, a woman, a representative 
not merely of the State of Maine, but 
one who has also gained the confidence 
of the country in her short service in the 
Congress as a representative of American 
womanhood; and it is a matter of pro
found gratification that on the other side 
of the aisle, in the administration, more 
and more women are coming to be recog
nized as capable of serving in more and 
more responsible positions. 

It is for this reason, speaking not only 
because of my association with my col
league, but as one who for a great many 
years has advocated this further recog
nition, that I think the designation of 
Mrs. Mesta is one which may be very 
happily received. This is not a result 
of her social activities in Washington, 
which have been very generously re
f erred to, but in my own experience I 
have had contacts with her in many of 
her charitable and church activities over 
a considerable period, so I think I speak 
with certain knowledge. 

I spoke here sometime ago regarding 
the nomination of Louis Johnson, who, 
it was alleged, was nominated primarily 
because he had raised Democratic cam
paign funds. I said I did not think that 
was any disqualification. I do not be
lieve the fact that a man or a woman 
takes a keen interest in the activities of 
political parties and in the · raising of 
political funds disqualifies him or her 
from participating in the Government. 
I wish to say about Mrs. Mesta what I 
said regarding Louis Johnson. As vice 
chairman of the campaign fund-raising 
committee I understand she did yeoman 
work, for which she was well qualified. 
I do not think that disqualifies her for 
other recognition. 

As I said in the case of Louis Johnson, 
the question is not whether persons have 
been active politically, but whether they 
are qualified for the positions to which 
they have been chosen. I think it would 
be well for the society gossip columns of 
Washington to pause for a moment in 
the discussion of her talents as a host
ess, and point out perhaps some of the 
other activities of her distinguished 
career which I think are well worthy of 
attention. I would say that one quali
fication which should commend her as 
a Mfoister to Europe is that she is, I 
think, one of the few people in this 
country, men or women, who, having re
ceived a substantial fortune some 25 
years ago, retains that fortune today. I 
think any woman or man who has 
demonstrated capacity to survive all the 
depressions of the past, and to be ready 
to go forward if we are to have a de
pression in the future, must have some
thing besides the capacity to act as a 
gracious host or hostess. On that one 
consideration alone, I do not think 
America is likely to lose its shirt as a 
result of Mrs. Mesta representing us in 
Europe, and that I cannot say of all the 
diplomats we have sent abroad. I am 
glad we are sending that kind of a person 
abroad to represent us, someone who in 
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her own right has demonstrated compe
tence to care for the responsibility en
trusted to her. 

Moreover, Mrs. Mesta has also been 
conspicuous both in her charitable and 
church activities, demonstrating quali
ties which indicate that she will be nei
ther a dipsomaniac nor senile, and that is 
more than we can say of many of those 
whom we have in the past entrusted with 
the responsibility of representing us 
abroad. 

I fear that even in the present we 
could not boast of having an entirely 
clean slate. I shall not particularize, but 
I think it appropriate to ask the de
f enders of masculine splendor and glory 
to contemplate a few of the representa
tives we have abroad wearing pants be
fore they say too much about Mrs. Mesta 
and her capacity worthily to represent 
this country in the Duchy of Luxemburg 
at this time. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from North Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. I am delighted at the 
attitude taken by the distinguished Sen
ator from Maine. I might say that Mrs. 
Mesta comes from the western section 
of the country. She lived for a long time 
in the State of Oklahoma. She is a very 
democratic woman. Not only that, but 
I think she is perhaps as well acquainted 
with people who have come to the United 
States from foreign countries, and have 
been the guests of our Government, as 
perhaps any woman in the United 
States. I am delighted at the attitude 
of the Senator, and I hope Mrs. Mesta's 
nomination will be confirmed by the 
unanimous vote of the Senate, as I be
lieve it should be. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield that I may ask 
the Senator from North Dakota a ques
tion? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I may say that I 
agree with what the Senator from North 
Dakota has said. I yield to the Senator 
from New Hampshire. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I should like to ask 
the Senator from North Dakota if we 
have an ambassador or minister to any 
foreign country from the State of North 
Dakota. 

Mr. LANGER. No. At one time, about 
40 years ago, we had a minister by the 
name of Edwards-Major Edwards
who was consul at Quebec. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Has the State of 
North Dakota not received any recogni
tion since that time? 

Mr. LANGER. Not for the past 40 
years. 

Mr. BRIDGES. That is a long time. 
Mr. LANGER. It is a long time. We 

have made application for the appoint
ment from North Dakota of an Ambassa
dor either to Norway, Sweden, or Den
mark, preferably to one of those three 
countries, or to Finland. As the Senator 
knows, there is a large Scandinavian 
population in my State. It happens, 
however, that the Ambassador to Nor
way comes from the neighboring State 
of Minnesota, and he is very popular in 
Minnesota and North Dakota. So we 
somewhat share the reflected glory of 
Minnesota in having the Ambassador to 

Norway. But I hope that sometime in 
the not dim or distant future, with the 
help of the distinguished senior Senator 
from Michigan [Mr. VANDENBERG], North 
Dalrnta may furnish an ambassador to 
Norway, Sweden, or Denmark. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Maine yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the Sen
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I cannot do a 
thing with the President until we can win 
an election intervening. 

Mr. BRIDGES. · I thought of asking 
the distinguished Senator from North 
Dakota if he expected anything from 
this administration by way of the ap
pointment of an ambassador or minis
ter, or whether he would have to look 
forward to 3% years from now, when 
conditions had been changed. 

Mr. LANGER. My judgment is we 
will have to wait until we get a Republi
can administration. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am sorry to · de
fend the administration, but Ellis 0. 
Briggs, whose nomination as Ambassa
dor to Czechoslovakia is on the Execu
tive Calendar, is a resident of Maine, and 
I even suspect he is a Republican, so I am 
not questioning the impartiality of the 
administration. 

Mr. LANGER. I am living in hope. I 
have very great hope that one of these 
days somebody from North Dakota will 
get one of these diplomatic appointments. 
We have many qualified and competent 
men and women there who would make 
excellent representatives from this 
country, and I hope we will get one of 
them appointed soon. 

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, my 
reason for asking the question was that 
I heard the Senator from North Dakota 
voice that hope several years ago, and I 
wondered if anyone had been appointed. 
It was natural curiosity on my part to 
ascertain whether the Senator had been 
successful. 
. Mr. LANGER. I am very sorry to in
form the Senator that up to the present 
time the hopes of the people of North 
Dakota have not been realized. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I heard the Senator 
from Maine refer to Mr. Butterworth, 
who has just been appointed Assistant 
Secretary of State. I do not care to en
ter into a discussion of Mr. Butterworth 
now, because I expect to speak on the 
nomination when it comes before us on 
the floor of the Senate, but I may say 
that I think if some of the appointments 
being made are in the same category 
with Mr. Butterworth's, who is the sym
bol of failure and of a tragic era, in our 
relationship with China, it is a sad com
mentary on the wisdom of the adminis
tration. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think the Sena
tor from New Hampshire was not in the 
Chamber when I indicated that very 
shortly I wish to refer to that matter, 
as it seems to me that the Senate should 
interpret this whole situation. 

It was the Secretary of State, Mr. 
Acheson, who said that the sending of an 
ambassador to Madrid would be a sym
bol. Certainly the confirmation of Mr. 
Butterworth would be a symbol of our 
approval of a policy which has appar~. 

ently been an utter failure. How much 
Mr. Butterworth was responsible is an 
appropriate matter for consideration, as 
well as the question whether it is wise to 
promote him upstairs, in the light of this 
record of collapse in the Orient, which 
is a matter of increasing concern not 
only to every Member of the Congress 
but I think to everyone in this country. 
I hope the Senator.from New Hampshire 
may think of it well in advance of his 
nomination being brought up before us. 
Nominations usually come at the close 
of a day, in the consideration of execu
tive business. I think this matter should 
be discussed in advance of the time when 
it is brought up, so that we may bring 
home to the American people something 
of the implications of Mr. Butterworth's 
appointment. 

Mr. BRIDGES. I wish to say to the 
Senator from Maine that I do not know 
whether Mr. Butterworth formulated the 
policies, or whether Mr. Butterworth 
took orders from those who did formu
late the policies, but in either case he is a 
symbol of failure, he is a symbol of a 
policy which failed in one of the greatest 
areas of the earth. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
think it would be well to have a report 
on the attitude of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. I notice present at 
this time the ranking minority member 
of the committee, and if it would not 
embarrass him, I should be glad to know 
whether the action of the committee on 
the nomination of Mr. Butterworth was 
the unanimous action of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I 
think: that is a fair question, and I am 
certainly not in the slightest embarrassed 
to answer it. 

When Mr. Butterworth's nomination 
came to the committee for action, the 
committee was unanimous in its action, 
except for the attitude of the senior 
Senator from Michigan. The senior 
Senator from Michigan did not want 
to vote against Mr. Butterworth because 
he considered that he is one of the most 
distinguished and able career men in 
the career service, and that in his rela
tionship to the far eastern question he 
is not the responsible actor in the drama. 
The senior Senator from l'lichigan did 
not wish, by his vote on the confirma
tion, to register any sort of a black mark 
against Mr. Butterworth himself. 

On the other hand, the senior Sen
ator from Michigan thought it was a 
very great mistake in public policy, in 
the appointment of a new Assistant Sec
retary in charge of far eastern affairs 
in general, and in China in particular, 
not to bring a fresh point of view to 
the assignment, rather than simply to 
continue the regime which, for one rea
son or another, is inevitably connected 
with a very tra~ic failure of our policies 
in the Far East. 

Therefore the senior Senator from 
Michigan voted "present" on the roll 
call, and declined to vote approval, al
though also declining to vote disap
proval, which might be interpreted as a 
personal disapproval of Mr. Butterworth 
himself. 

What the appropriate attitude should 
be on final roll call in the Senate I am 
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not yet prepared to say. I feel very 
keenly, on the one hand, that an able 
career servant in the diplomatic service 
should have his record carefully pro
tected against any debits which are un
fair. 

On the other hand, the senior Senator 
from Michigan continues to feel very 
deeply that our attitudes during the last 
few years in connection with the C)lina 
policy have been often unfortunate, and 
certainly in net result unsuccessful. It 
seems to me the course of wisdom would 
have been to cut the string, so to speak, 
in the continuity of a policy that has 
failed; and without any reflection what
ever on Mr. Butterworth himself, to have 
established a new and a fresh point of 
view to indicate at least that we are 
proposing an independent assessment of 
the new situation which we confront. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I am 
very grateful to the Senator from Mich
igan for bis contribution. The Senator 
will recall a discussion had, I think a 
year or so ago, as to the extent to which 
the Senate. under its constitutional re
sponsibility and the evolution of 01?' for
eign relations, may properly go m ex
pressing an attitude on the detail poli
cies. We have the responsibility under 
the Constitution to advise and consent 
both as to nominations and as to treaties. 
The Senator from Michigan at that time 
said that that power, so far as our ad
vice here, and public discussions here. are 
concerned, must be exercised with great 
restraint· that we could not take the po
sition of back-seat drivers constantly dis
cussing from day to day every detail, 
with which we necessarily could not be 
familiar unless we were to neglect our 
other responsibilities. 

On the other hand, as we move into 
an obvious position of world power and 
responsibility, is it not imperative that 
we here in this Chamber, moving to 
recognize our responsibility, shall in some 
further measure than has hitherto per
haps been the practice and the pr~cedent, 
take up at intervals matters of this char
acter such as the one we are now dis
cussi~g. A year ago, the resolution sub
mitted by the Senator from Michigan 
regarding the North Atlantic Pact-per
haps 18 months ago; whenever it. was
finally culminated in a :resolution of 
advice. 

Now observing the evolution of the 
parlia~entary process and observing the 
functioning of it under the parliamentary 
system in Britain and in other coun
tries, is it not perhaps appropriate that 
in the promotion of men in the State 
Department considerations such as the 
Senator from Michigan suggests may 
properly be taken into account, and that, 
in this instance, with full understand
ing that we are not reflecting upon the 
individual. and are not challenging his 
loyalty or devotion, or even his compe
tency, he is so closely identified with 
what has seemed to be a tragic failure, 
that it would not be wise and in the 
public interest that be should at this 
t ime receive recognition of that charac
ter? 

Unless we are to move in that direction 
I see no indication that the administra
tfon, as now constituted; are likely to 
give to our views here the consideration 

which seems to me to be essential if their 
policies are to command the confidence 
of the country as a whole. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
YOUNG in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Maine yield to the Senator from 
Ohio? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. Did the Senator read the 

colwnn by Joseph Alsop in this morning's 
Washington Post, dealing with the con
duct of the Far Eastern Division ef the 
State Department with reference to 
Indochina? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I did read it with 
much interest, and I think it has a very 
pertinent application. 

Mr. TAFT. I call the Senator's atten
tion to the fact that the statement is 
made that there is a new government in 
Indochina under the Emperor Bao Dai, 
which bas received the sanction of the 

· French, and which, according to Mr. 
Alsop, is the only Possible agency by 
which the communization of Indochina 
may be prevented. Mr. Alsop raises the 
question: 

Will the Far Eastern Division, having made 
its mess in China, at last adapt its views and 
actions to the foreign policy this country 
has been following in the rest of the world 
for the last 4 years? The outcome, it may 
be added, is still in doubt. 

A symptom, a passing sputter, from this 
debate was the guarded statement issued by 
the Department on Tuesday expressing cool 
but not unfriendly interest in the new gov
ernment being established in Indochina by 
the Emperor Bao Dai. 

Then Mr. Alsop, who is usually a well
a.dvised informant on matters that go on 
inside the present Government. proceeds 
to say: 

Yet the statement that ~as just issued 
which could hardly be more cautious or gin
gerly, represents an elaborate watering down 
of a public avowal of sympathy for Bao Dai 
that was originally proposed. Equally, those 
who see the ?~palling danger now confront
ing us in southeast Asia have been urging 
the expenditure of ECA funds in Indochina. 
But the Far Eastern Division has succeeded 
in watering this project down also, to a de
cision to consider tbe matter. 

Mr. President, that amounts to a state
ment that the Far Eastern Division is still 
being operated today with a pro-Com
munist attitude in the region of Indo
china, which is the stepping stone from 
the communization of China to the com
munization of the East Indies, where we 
hav1.. many vital interests because of ma
terials necessary for our country which 
comes from them. 

Does the Senator from Maine feel that 
Mr. Butterworth is responsible for that 
apparent weakening in the position of 
those who are perhaps in outright sup
port of the anti-Communist government 
of Indochina? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I would put it in 
this way, that I think the Senate is en
titled to clarification of those influences 
within the State Department, and the 
individuals concerned, that have evolved 
the policies of recent years. We have a 
right to consider whether those men are 
the ones who should be given further and 
more important responsibilities, such as 
here proposed for Mr. Butterworth, in the 

determination and carrying out of poli
cies as time goes on. It seems to me that 
that is entirely essential in our func
tioning. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. TAFT. I wonder if the Senator 

would be wil!ing to have the article by 
Mr. Alsop inserted in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of his remarks? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I would rather have 
it inserted at this point. I think it would 
be very appropriate in connection with 
the current discussion. I ask unanimous 
consent that the article by Joseph Alsop 
be printed in the RECORD at this point 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE FOOT DRAGGER$ 

(By Joseph Alsop) 
A crucial debate is now going on within 

the State Department. The issue can be 
crudely stated as follows: Will the Far East
ern Division, having made its mess in China, 
at last adapt its views and actions t,0 the 
foreign policy this country has been follow
ing in the rest of the world for the last 4 
years? The outcome, it may be added, is 
still in doubt. 

A symptom, a passing sputter, from this 
debate was the guarded statement issued by 
the Department on Tuesday expressing cool 
but not unfriendly interest in the new gov
ernment being established in Indochina by 
the Emperor Bao Dai. This sort of thing 
must seem immensely remote and trivial to 
the average American. But the unfortunate 
truth is that this sort of thing may later 
turn out to have all the importance of war 
or peace. , 

In brief, as reports from the scene have in
dicated in this space, the Communist power 
in Asia has reached the uttermost limits of 
safety If the Soviet Union can extend its 
sphere beyond China, into Inda.china, a 
chain reaction will become highly probable, 
All of southeast Asia will be threat ened. If 
southeast Asia goes, Japan and India will be 
immediately menaced. And if this situation 
arises, the odds on war will be far bet ter than 
even. It Is tiresome to rehearse this series of 
grim probabilities, yet they must be daily 
borne in mind. 

Indochina is the key, for two reasons. 
First, it is the state in southeast Asia most 
accessible to China. And second, French folly 
has caused the Communist -nationalist· 
movement of Ho Chi-Minh to gain great 
strength among the Indochinese. · The new 
regime of Bao Dai is the last ch ance t o win 
over the Indochinese people to an inde
pendent, nan-Communist government. O:i 
ar. sides it is acknowledged ti'at if Bao Dai 
fails, Ho Chi-Minh will succeed. 

such are the bleak basic facts. The debate 
in the State Department concerns the extent 
of .American support to be given to the new 
Bao Dai regime. As has also been reported 
from the scene in this space., Bao Dai is al
most certain to fail if he is not actively sup
ported by this country (since exclusive 
French support actually discredits him in the 
eyes of his people) . The Far Ea.stern Division 
of the State Department ts ext remely reluc
tant, however, to support Bao Dai. 

The :reason for this reluctance is certainly 
not fear of" offending the French. The French 
Government has actually hinted that Ameri
can aid for Bao Dai, whom they have fully 
recognized, will now be exceedingly welcome. 
Furthermore, the European Division of the 
State Department, whose stat! is a trifle mor& 
aware of the Soviet problem than· the Far 
Eastern Division, has urged that the Bao 
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Dai experiment be promoted and assisted in 
any way possible. 

Yet the statement that was just issued, 
which could hardly be more cautious or 
gingerly represents an elaborate watering 
down of a public avowal of sympathy for Bao 
Dai that was originally proposed. Equally, 
those who see the appalling danger now con
fronting us in southeast Asia have been urg
ing the expenditure of ECA funds in Indo
china. But the Far Eastern Division has 
succeeded in watering this project down also, 
to a decision to consider the matter. 

The arguments that are being made for 
this foot-dragging approach may be super
ficially convincing. It is true that Bao Dai 
is a risky investment. But the fact remains 
that although supporting Bao Dai is by no 
means an ideal solution to the southeast Asia 
problem, it is the only solution .available. 
The other approach. is simply to drift with 
the tide, as we did in China, until we land 
on the rocks. And the rocks are now 10 times 
bigger and 10 times more sure to destroy us. 

Such is the rather unpleasing choice con
fronting Walton Butterworth, the new Assist
ant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs, 
who is not a Far Eastern Di•.rision man. His 
situation is further complicated by another 
grave fact. Although the members of the 
State Department Far Eastern Division have 
recovered from their sentimental delusion 
that far eastern Communists are mere re
forming agrarians they still have their record 
in China hanging round their necks like an 
albatross. Their main aim now seems to be 
to prove that the albatross is not an albatross, 
after all, but a peacock or possibly a bird of 
paradise. 

When officials have made one disastrous 
failure, their judgment should be suspect the 
second time •round. Th:s rule should now be 
followed. It must also be recognized that 
choosing the least bad alternative is prefer
able to drifting into the worst. Otherwise 
we shall have no policy at all in the deeply 
dangerous A!?iatic situation. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
should be most interested to know 
whether the Senator from Michigan 
would feel it appropriate to discuss any 
further the broader implications-with
out relation to Mr. Butterworth-and 
the extent to which the Senate and its 
Committee on Foreign Relations in their 
deliberations may take into account poli
cies in connection with the discussion of 
the naming of individuals. To me it is 
an interesting constitutional question. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
I am reluctant to engage in any sort of 
debate that goes to the merits of the 
issue at the moment, because the facts 
available to us are too inadequate for 
·conclusive opinions. I think the situa
tion itself is in a state of total flux. 
· With regard to the general philosophy 

of action to which the Senator refers, of 
course it is quite clear that under the 
theory of the Constitution the President 
of the United States is clearly our pri
mary agent in foreign negotiations. I 
suppose the extent to which he enjoys 
or monopolizes that privilege, will al
ways be a controversial equation. It 
will always be something of a twilight 
zone. 

During the past 8 years, certainly, 
there has been a clear disposition on the 
part of the Executive to work in far 
more intimate cooperation and liaison 
with his constitutional partners in the 
Congress in respect to foreign policy. 
From my point of view it has paid very 

·large dividends in the resultant rela
tive unity with which the Voice of Amer
ica could be heard abroad. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The 92 votes in the 
Senate for the United Nations is a mon
ument to that collaboration on an en
tirely bipartisan scale. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. It is; and the 
record of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee under Republican control and 
leadership for the past two years, 1947 
and 1948, during a Democratic Presi
dency, is the further and final exhibit. 
Upon at least 50 occasions, many of 
which made history with magnitude in 
its dimensions, the commj.ttee voted 13 
to 0, with a conclusiveness which per
mitted the Voice of America to speak for 
America, arid not for either an admin
istration or an opposition within the 
Government. 

As an inevitable result I am perfectly 
sure that the influence of the voice of the 
United States in foreign policy multi
plied in proportion to the preservation · 
of that unity. Therefore I say that the 
policy of consultation and cooperation 
between the executive and the legislative 
in respect to foreign policy has paid rich 
dividends. The extent to which it can be 
pursued is largely dependent upon the 
initiative of the Executive because of the 
primary constitutional prerogative which 
he enjoys under the Constitution. But 
I feel that the record which I have re
cited, and the record to which the able 
Senator from Maine has ref erred, should 
recommend to the Executive the closest 
possible liaison in respect to foreign 
affairs. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Is it not necessary 
also to document the statement of the 
Senator from Michigan with the state
ment which he has previously made on 
the floor of the Senate, that unfortu
nately-and perhaps tragically in the 
case of China-that same degree of con
sultation has not prevailed in the past 
few years? 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I am glad the 
Senator has asked that question. He has 
asked it before. On previous occasions 
I have categorically replied that there 
was no such liaison in respect to China 
policy. I wish to reiterate it, because I 
dissociate myself, as I have publicly done 
upon previous occasions, from the China 
policy which we pursued. 

It is a very easy, simple matter to dis
sociate one's self from a policy. It is not 
quite so easy to assert what an alterna
tive policy might have been. I concede 
that it is far easier to be critical than to 
be correct. 

Pursuing the theme which. the Senator 
presents today in respect to China, I am 
quite willing to testify that I think the 
President and the State Department 
would do extremely well to continue the 
attitudes they have displayed so gener
ously in other directions by making very 
sure that any evolution of a new policy 
in the Far East and China comes com
pletedly into contact and review, at least 
with the Senate Foreign Relations Com
mittee, before any commitments are con
cluded, because in this area we obviously 
face the conundrum of the ages. Yet it 
is a conundrum which has implications 

and repercussions of very dreadful im
portance to our own country and our own 
people. 

I say quite frankly that I hope, for 
example, that there will be no considera
tion of a recognition of a Communist 
government in China without complete 
preliminary contact and exploration of 
the subject with the Senate Foreign Re
lations Committee. 

Itl conclusion, I say to the Senator 
that I think any Senator who wishes to 
rise on the floor of the Senate and dis
cuss any phase of foreign policy at any 
time is not only well within his own 
rights, but lie is entirely within a cor-
rect estimate of public duty. · 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am deeply in
terested in the Senator's remarks, and 
profoundly grateful for what the Sena
tor from Michigan has said. As we sur
vey the sorry picture in -China ag2.inst 
the background of the somewhat more 
hopeful picture in Europe, where con
sultation did prevail, I think the admin
istration might well draw some lessons. 

I think the Senator from Michigan 
has also stated that in the Middle East 
our policy in connection with Palestine 
and Israel had not been a matter of 
bipartisan discussion. I think the same 
may be said for South America, until the 
administri:.tion saw fit to accept the in
sistence of the Senator from Michigan 
that we reassemble the Rio Conference 
in accordance with our 2-year-old pledge 
at the time. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. I can answer 
affirmatively down to the point where 
the Senator involves me personally, in 
the latter part of his statement. He is 
correct about Palestine. He is correct 
about the Middle East. He is more or 
less correct about South America. I 
could hardly rise and consent to the 
hypothesis that the action was taken as 
a result of the insistence of the Senator 
from Michigan. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It did follow. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I must say that 

the Senator from Michigan had con
siderable to S8.Y on the subject. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It seems to me 
that the Committee on Foreign Relations 
necessarily must be our point of contact. 
In the development of the United Na
tions under the leadership of Secretary 
Hull, the Senator from Texas [Mr. CON
NALLY] and the Senator from Michigan, 
an eight-man committee was consti
tuted, with four Democrats and four Re
publicans, or three Republicans and one 
Progressive. At any rate, it was a bi
partisan group. I have always felt that 
Secretary Hull, the Senator from Texas, 
Mr. Connally, and the Senator from 
Michigan, Mr. Vandenberg, were en
titled to the profound gratitude of the 
country for blazing a trail which has 
demonstrated its utility, in contrast to 
the futility of the other course. 

As to the discussion here, I think we 
must be guided, in substantial rr.:.easure 
in such matters, in which we are natu
rally concerned and anxious, by the in
formation we receive from those who are 
in a position to know. The British 
Parliament from time to time sets aside 
a day for the discussion of such ques
tions, I believe; and as we more and more 
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assume world responsibilities; I think we 
should look forward to a periodic ex
ploration of such matters, within the 
limits of the foreign policy, with those 
who are informed in regard to the situa
tion, and I think we should be guided 
by the information we thus receive from 
those who are in a position to know, as 
is thf custom in the British Parliament. 

I do not hesitate to refer to the British 
Parliament and the experience and ·cus
toms there, for Britain has been running 
the world for some time, and now we 
must in large part take over. Inasmuch 
as Cabinet officers do not appear before 
us, if certain members of the Foreign Re
lations Committee indicate that certain 
su~jects should be explored from time 
to time, that will be most helpful, for we 
naturally have more confidence in the 
members of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee than we would in Mr. Acheson's 
blithe comment, when certain criticisms 
which were made here are· disposed of 
with the word "poppycock," or in his re
fusal yesterday even to discuss why he 
has sent ambassadors to Czechoslovakia 
and Hungary, although he will not name 
one to Madrid. At least there are some 
of the members of the Foreign Relations 
Committee on whom we may call to ra
tionalize some of the actions of the State 
Department in the conduct of our for
eign affairs. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER CMr. 
SPARKMAN in the chair) . Does the Sena
tor from Maine yield to the Senator from 

. Michigan? 
Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. I think I should 

make a comment. I like the reservation 
with which the Senator from Maine has 
just spoken in recognition of the fact 
that there are stages of foreign policy 
which cannot be thrown into the public 
discussion of the committee. Unfortu
nately, it is a type of negotiation, par
ticularly when dealing with totalitarian 
opponents, which cannot be conducted 
persistently in a goldfish bowl. That re
sults in two difficulties, so far as we are 
concerned. First of all, it results in a 
substantial embarrassment for members 
of the Foreign Relations Committee who, 
if the Chief Executive is to be wholly 
frank with them, have to withhold from 
their own colleagues information to 
which their colleagues are just as much 
entitled as they themselves are. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Unless we our
selves recognize that the members of 
the committee may properly be the re
pository of some of those matters, and 
express our confidence in the members 
of the committee. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is right. 
Personally, I have been very grateful, 
during the past few years, for the gen
erosity with which my own colleagues 
on this side of the aisle have recognized 
that situation, and I am sure the other 
Republican members of the Foreign Re
lations Committee feel similarly about it. 

The second thing about which I wish 
to be sure not to leave any misunder
standing is the perhaps implied criti
cism that the Foreign Relations Commit
tee had not been wholly taken into con-

sultation in respect to all the various 
problems to ·which the Senator from 
Maine has referred. I make no com
plaint upon that score. I think it is the 
responsibility of the President and the 
State Department to determine the ex
tent to which he wishes to invite con
gressional cooperation. By the same to
ken, Congress is entitled to react accord
ing to the degree in which it has been 
taken, through its committee agency, 
into consultation. 

But in relation to the things which 
have been developed on a bipartisan 
basis, what I am trying to say is that in 
respect to these problems, I have never 
sensed a single moment of partisan ac
tivity or inspiration or purpose in the 
bipartisan work which has been done. 
I think that is the great value which it 
has been able, in turn, to translate into 
the ultimate foreign policy of the country. 

I have nothing but the greatest feeling 
of appreciation for the frankness and 
candor of the Democratic administra
tion during 1947 and 1948 when a Re
publican was chairman of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. I have nothing 
but the greatest gratitude for the com
plete frankness with which the Repub
lican chairman was treated. In accord
ance with the degree in which that can
dor can prevail, within the necessary 
limits of relative secrecy, the greater the 
degree in which that relationship can 
persist between the two ends of Penn
sylvania Avenue, so far as the foreign 
policy is concerned, the safer our foreign 
policy will be, not only in its wisdom-be
cause the larger the consultation the 
greater the chance of wisdom-but also 
the greater will be the chance that our 
foreign policy will be effective, because it 
is effective in the degree that it can be 
read abroad as the united voice of a 
united America. So long as it is a united 
voice, it will be invincible. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I am 
sure the comments o:Z the Senator from 
Michigan are in the highest degree per
tinent to the current situation, and we 
trust that the administration may con
tinue to consult, to the utmost degree 
compatible with what it conceives to be 
its interest, and along the lines indicated 
by the Senator from Michigan. 

I raise one question, because it may 
serve as an object case: Within the past 
week, I had some discussions with one 
who had just returned from 6 weeks in 
Europe, .one who, among those in our 
country, o·utside of those in official life, 
has perhaps the widest sources of infor
mation as to what goes on. He expressed 
the most profound concer-n that discus
sions may have proceeded at Paris re
cently regarding trading our position in 
Europe for the Russian position in China. 
I cite this only as an example, after the 
tragic example of the secret agreements 
which were entered into during- the war, 
and as to which all of us now feel, -in 
looking back, that American interests 
were most unfortunately involved, and 
perhaps our long-range interest sacri
ficed. Of course, all of us hope that there 
will not be a repetition of those errors. 

So I was profoundly happy to hear the 
Senator from Michigan say that· in the 
future evolution of our policy as to China 

and elsewhere in the Orient, it would be 
most wise if the administration would 
reopen the bipartisan consultation with 
the members of the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations, which has given 
such strength, direction, and constancy 
to our policy, where it has prevailed, 
whereas iri many instances disaster has 
resulted where it has not prevailed. 

(At this point a message was received 
from the House of Representatives; fol
lowing which Mr. BREWSTER yielded to 
Mr. HILL, who presented the conference 
report on the District of Columbia ap
propriation bill, which, with the ensuing 
debate, appears at .the conclusion of Mr. 
BREWSTER'S remarks.) 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield? · 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Texas. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I re
gret I was not here at the beginning of 
the Senator's remarks, and that I heard 
very little of the discussion. I did hear 
the colloquy between the Senator from 
Michigan and the Senator from Maine 
a little while ago. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I hope the Senator 
heard my comment regarding the work 
of Secretary Hull and the Senator from 
Texas and the Senator from Michigan, 
in building the monument of the United 
Nations, to which I always love to refer. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Sena
tor very · much. He is very generous. 
What I rose to ask was whether the Sen
ator believes there was any lack of can
dor between the President and the State 
Department on the one hand, and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and 
other interested parties, on the other, in 
reference to transactions in China which 
had been going on for a number of years. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I do not know 
whether the Senator from Texas heard 
the statement of the Senator from Mich
igan with regard to our foreign policy. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I did not bear all 
of it. I came into the Chamber while 
the Senator from Michigan was stating 
that under his chairmanship frankness 
and candor prevailed. 

Let me ask the Senator from Maine 
a question. He will remember that Gen
eral Marshall, at the request of the Pres
ident, made a trip to China to try to aid 
in adjusting the difficulties there. 

Mr. BREWSTER. He was there for 
some 6 months. 

Mr. CONNALLY. And does not the 
Senator remember that General Mar
shall returned to Washington, and later 
went again to China? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Is the Senator 

a.ware of the fact that when the General 
returned, he appeared before the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations to make a 
complete, detailed, and candid state
ment about his activities in China, a 
statement of his objectives, a statement 
of what he was trying to do to aid in 
the situation in China, both with respect 
to the National Government and with re
spect to the Communist forces in Man
churia? Is the Senator aware of that? 

Mr. BREWSTER. No, I am not, as I 
think that was not a public statement. 
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That was in an executive session of the 
committee, was it not? 

Mr. CONNALLY. It was, but the gen
eral was still in contact with the mem
bers of the Committee on Foreign Re
lations, who were deeply interested in 
those questions and were considering 
them. While it was not a public meet
ing, a great deal of that information 
finally reached the press. 

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, 
may I interrupt the Senator from Texas? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield. 
Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator was 

not here earlier in the discussion. I have 
never felt, and I have always said that 
I did not feel, that the bipartisan for
eign policy had been extended to China 
in any such degree or spirit as that in 
which it had been applied to the United 
Nations or to the operations under the 
United Nations, or to the Rio Treaty, and 
in respect to similar matters. In other 
words, while we were given the very 
frank reports to which the Senator re
fers, I do not feel that the directives 
which controlled our China policy were 
ever the result of the type of consulta
tion and cooperation which we were per
mitted to contribute and to exercise in 
connection with other policies. I feel 
the same way about the policies in Jeru
salem. I do not feel that those policies 
were developed in the same bipartisan 
degree of consultation and cooperation, 
from their inception, that applied to 
these other very great episodes and inci
dents in which we have had such com
plete, mutual, bipartisan activity. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, may 
I comment on that? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, al

low me to say that it is quite natural 
that our attention should be attracted 
primarily to the field of European and 
United States affairs, and the United 
Nations, in the conditions that followed 
the war. It is quite natural that so 
active a field as that should have at
tracted greater attention relatively than 
China or the Far East. But I do not 
lmow of any desire on the part of the 
State Department, the President, or any
body else to conceal from the Senate or 
from the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions any of the things that are going on 
in China. As the Senator knows, since 
the war ended we have given China 
$2,000,000,000 in aid, represented by food, 
supplies, arms, and military equipment. 
What else would the Senator have want
ed us to do? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I can tell the Sen
ator what I should have liked to do. I 
should have liked to read the Wedemeyer 
Report a long time ago. I believe the 
Members of the Senate were entitled to 
it. I have asked the Senator from Texas 
repeatedly regarding the matter, and I 
believe that the current statement re
garding China which the State Depart
ment is now preparing will be something 
less than useful, unless it now gives us 
a far mor..::: complete disclosure than we 
have thus far received. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Committee on 
Foreign Relations only recently had ac
cess to the Wedemeyer Report. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Only recently? 
Mr. CONNALLY. That is true. 

Mr. BREWSTER. To me it is a com
plete indictment of the administration, 
that the report had not been given to the 
Foreign Relations Committee long since. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator is in
dicting the administration because every
thing is not published. 

Mr. BREWSTER. No-because Mem
bers of the Senate do not see them. I 
assumed the Foreign Relations Commit
tee had seen it. 

Mr. CONNALLY. We saw it, and we 
had Gen. Wedemeyer before us. I may 
observe that transactions between the 
United States and other governments, 
and various developments in our relations 
with other countries, cannot be published 
as front-page news every day. We can
not lay before the world everything that 
transpires. The entire world knows,- and 
knows well, that we have undertaken to 
aid China by giving her $2,000,000,000 
and more since the war. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Well--
Mr. CONNALLY. Wait a moment. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I have the floor. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I beg the Senator's 

pardon. 
Mr. BREWSTER. I do not want that 

statement to pass unchallenged. 
Mr. CONNALLY. Very well, I will sit 

down, if the Senator does not want to 
yield to me. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am happy to yield, 
but I do want to take the statements as 
we proceed. Ten months after the close 
of the war, under General ~arshall's 
directive, the shipment of arms and am
munition to China was embargoed. Dur
ing the following 10 months it was not 
practical to ship them, after the embargo 
was lifted. When mention is made of the 
$2,000,000,000 we sent to China-and · 
there is considerable controversy in re
spect to the details of that assistance
! think it ought to be made clear that for 
20 months, while the Russians were turn
ing over to the ·communists all the 
Japanese arms and munitions in Man
churia, while they were being armed and 
trained to use them against the Chinese, 
we were embargoing for all practical 
purposes for those 20 months shipments 
to the Nationalist Government, which we 
were supposed to support. That has 
always seemed to me a most tragic 
episode. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, may 
I intervene, now? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Certainly. 
Mr. CONNALLY. It is easy enough to 

pick out some little incident here and 
there. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is not very 
little. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Two or three years 
after it has happened, it is possible to 
pick out . some little incident here and 
there and say, "Why, it ought to have 
been done this way. Had I been running 
the Army, I would have done it this way. 
Had I been in the State Department I 
would have done it this way." That is 
easy now. But let me say that we had 
the complete testimony of General Barr 
before the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. He had been in China. He had 
been into the upper reaches of that 
country. He testified that the Chinese · 
had never lost a battle-not one-for 
lack of arms and munitions which we had 

been supplying them. What would the 
Senator have done? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is very poor 
consolation, when a nation is being em
bargoed. After Chiang Kai-shek had 
fought the Japanese for 10 long years, 
why did we cut off the shipment of arms 
to him? Could we not trust him? The 
Senator now glibly says, "General Barr 
says it was not for lack of arms." All we 
know is that we refused them the arms. 
I say that will always stand as a black 
mark on the record of the United States, 
wJ::tich was supposed to be an ally of 
Generalissimo Chiang Kai-shek and the 
Nationalist Government. That spot can-

. not be burned out of the record of this · 
country. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
Texas .is not seeking to employ any pyro
technics or- flame-throwers. That is, 
seemingly, the function of the Senator 
from Maine. What would the Senator 
from Maine, or other Senators, have 
done? Would they have sent an army 
into China? 

Mr. BREWSTER. But that is not-
Mr. CONNALLY. Let me finish. 
Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator is ask

ing what I would have done. I never 
proposed to send an army into China. 

Mr. CONNALLY. What else would 
the Senator have done? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I would have sent 
arms. 

Mr. CONNALLY. We did. 
Mr. BREWSTER. After 20 months we 

embargoed them, after the Japanese sur
rendered. We cannot escape that. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Our military au
thorities say the Chinese never lost a 
battle because of lack of arms or military 
supplies. I shall not go into the details 
of why they lost battles, but it was not 
our fault. It was not our fault that they 
did not fight; it was not our fault that 
they were not able to carry on cam
paigns. There are many local reasons 
which I shall not go into at this time: 
But let me ask the Senator from Maine 
if he would have wanted to send his son 
to China to take part in a fight between 
Chinese rival armies? The Senator from 
Texas does not have such a desire. 

Mr. BREWSTER. With reference to 
the latest comment of the Senator from 

. Texas as to whether I have a son-I did 
have a son who served 5 years in the last 
war, in every theater of the war. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I beg the Senator's 
pardon. I congratulate him on having 
such a gallant son. My question was in
tended to be general. I have a son who 
was in the Army. Thank God, he came 
back safe and sound. The question I 
meant to propound was whether there is 
any Member of the Senate who would 
have voted to send a United States Army 
to try to settle the controversy between 
the Chinese factions in China. 

I apologize to the Senator. I had no 
idea of referring to the Senator's own 
son. 

Mr. BREWSTER. If I may use some 
of the political terminology of recent 
days, I think the comment of the Senator 
from Texas might come in the category 
of a red herring. I had already made it 
very clear to the Senator from Texas 
that I had never proposed to send an 
American Army in China, so I think the 
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rhetoric of the Senator from Texas, 
which is always eloquent, is wasted on 
the desert air. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall be very 
happy to yield to the Senator from Cali
fornia. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Will not the Sen
ator agree that there has never been a 
proposal on the part of those who are 
critical of the policy we have pursued in 
the Far East to send an Army to China, 
but that there has been great criticism 
of the fact that at a time when we were 
taking the position that it was of the 
utmost importance to the security of 
this Republic that we keep some 200,000,-
000 Europeans from going behind the 
iron curtain, and protecting our front 
door, it was neither consistent nor did 
it make for common sense to leave our 
back door wide open while 450,000,000 
Chinese were ·being taken behind the 
iron curtain? · · 

We sent aid to Greece and Turkey; and 
I will say to the Senator from Texas that 
I supported that program, because I be
lieved it was of the utmost importance 
that we not permit the rest of Europe to 
be overrun by international communism. 
If we sent a mission to Greece to partici
pate in an internal struggle there to pre
vent the Greek people from being over
run by communism, was it not just as 
consistent that we furnish the same type 
of advisers to the Government of China, 
which is a legal government, y;hich was 
our ally during the war. and which stood 
up for a period of years when we were 
shipping scrap iron and oil to Japan to 
be used against the Chinese? We cer
tainly had some obligation, I believe, to 
give them the same over-all support we 
have given to the Government of Greece. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I welcome the con
tribution of the Senator from California, 
who has been one of the stanch advo
cates of effective and intelligent aid. 

Since the Senator from Texas has 
quoted military authority, I think it 
would have been well if we could have 
kriown the advice and perhaps paid 
somewhat more heed to the advice of 
some other generals there. General 
Wedemeyer was there, but we have never 
yet been permitted to know what his 
advice was. It was not given to us be
cause the .administration was so solicit
ous for the reputation of Generalissimo 
Chiang Kai-shek. Coming from the 
mouths of those who have done so much 
to discredit him, it has a very empty 
sound. 

Before that time there was General 
Hurley, and he came back with some very 
decided ideas. Then there was General 
Chennault who participated in the war 
in China. He knew something about it. 
We had the benefit of his advice, but, 
apparently, it was never heeded. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Is the Senator fa

miliar with this paragraph in the fore
word of the recent book by General Chen
nault, Way of a Fighter, in which he 
said: 

The United States is losing the Pacific war. 
Three years after VJ-day this country is 

facing the loss of everything it won during 
the four bloody years it took to defeat Japan. 

Here are the facts : 
Gen. George C. Marshall told Congress in 

the spring of 1948 that if Manchuria were 
lost to the Chinese Communists,. the United 
States' position in southern Korea would be 
untenable. 

Manchuria has been lost to the Chinese 
Communists. 

General Marshall also told Congress. that 
if the' Chinese Communists controlled North 
China the United States' position in Japan 
would be "extremely serious." 

General Douglas MacArthur warned the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff in the fall of 1948 that 
if the Chinese Communists took the lower 
Yangtze Valley and Shanghai, the Am.erican 
military bastion on Okinawa will be out
flanked and his position in Japan will be as 
exposed and untenable as it was in the 
Philippines during 1941. 

As this is written, the Chinese Communists 
are fighting toward the Yangtze at Nanking. 
They are aiming to force a Yangtze crossing 
and swe~p to Shanghai. 

Since the book was written the Chinese 
Communists have crossed over and are 
moving now into southern China. 

Is the Senator familiar with the fact 
that a little further on in the book Gen
eral Chennault had this to say: 

China is the key to the Pacific. Politics are 
variable, but geograp11.y is a constant. It is 
the geography of China that makes that un
happy land so important. Whatever senti
mental appeal there may be in the American 
aid for China, the United States attitude to
ward China .should be based on a thoroughly 
realistic appraisal of China's value to the 
United States. 

Right along that line, I wonder if the 
Senator from Maine is familiar with a 
statement made by a great American 
Secretary of State, John Hay, in 1899. 
He was a man who had tremendous vision 
for this country, which was at.that time 
entering upon a period in which it was 
becoming truly a world power. Mr. Hay 
had this to say: 

The storm center of the world has gradual
ly shifted to China. Whoever understands 
that mighty empire, socially, politically, eco
nomically, and religiously, has a key to poli
tics for the next 500 years. 

Does the Senator from Maine believe 
that because of our lack of policy in the 
Far East we may be creating problems of 
Communist domination of the entire con
tinent of Asia which will present a prob
lem to our sons and to their sons for a 
number of generations yet to come? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Certainly that con
clusion is warranted by th~ developments 
of each passing day. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the Sena
tor from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to make 
an observation on what happened when 
General Marshall was in China. It has 
been said by the able Senator from Texas 
that General Barr has stated that no 
battle had been lost by virtue of the lack 
of arms on the part of the Nationals. Is 
it not a fact that during the period when 
arms were denied the United States Gov
ernment, through General Marshall, had 
insisted on an armistice,. as a result of 
which certain positions were taken ad
vantage of by the Communist forces? Is 

it not also true that certain Communist 
forces were able to go through the pass 
into Manchuria, and that after the 
armistice the Communists had a great 
advantage. Is not that a fact? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think not only is 
that correct, but that the period of 20 
months, when we were embargoing, and 
when for practical purposes we found we 
could not ship, was the very period in 
which the Communists were mobilizing, 
were training their p~ople, and were 
equipping them with all the armaments 
in Manchuria. So that, whether by in
tention or otherwise, the armistice oper"'.' 
ated completely· to mobilize the Com
munist strength, and meanwhile cut off 
the shipment of arms to our supposed 
allies. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Realizing that the 
able Senator from Maine is familiar with 
the history of the war b8tween Japan 
and the United States, is it not a fact 
that one of the dominant objectives was 
to keep an open door in China? 

Mr . . BREWSTER. That is what the 
Senator from California has just read 
of, the Hay open door policy, which was 
the cornerstone of our policy in the 
Orient for the past 50 years. It was 
implemented by Stimson when he sought 
to keep Japan from invading Manchuria. 
We refused to recognize the Japanese 
administration. 

As the Senator from Michigan has 
pointed out, it was my privilege to serve 
with him and the Senator from Texas 
on the· committee investigating Pearl 
Harbor-. -

Mr. CONNALLY. No; I was not on 
that committee. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I apologize. I think 
I can safely make the statement that 
not only every member of that com
mittee, but also enry member of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations, of. 
which the Senator from Texas was 
chairman, was in complete agreement 
throughout the past that the preserva-· 
tion of Chin~ from domination by Japan 
was absolutely vital to our security. If 
that was the case, then how much more 
vital it is now, in these days when com
munism is a world-wide threat, that 
China should be preserved from the 
domination of the totalitarian regime 
which threatens liberty throughout the 
world. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. _Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Is the Senator 

from Maine familiar with the fact that 
after the negotiations which were being 
conducted by the Japanese Ambassador, 
Nomura, and the special ambassador 
Japan had sent over at the time to con..: 
duct negotiations. they handed the 
American Government a note, and in 
return, on the 26th .day of November, 
1941, which was just about 10 days 
before Pearl Harbor, the American Sec
retary of State, Mr. Hull, handed to 
Ambassador Nomura a document which 
appears on page 768 of the book "For
eign Relations of the United States-Ja
pan, 1931 to 19.rl.." The paragraphs to 
which I desire particularly to call atten
tion are in section '2, which state: 

The Government of the United States and 
the Government of Japan will not support, 
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militarily, politically, economically, any gov
ernment or regime in China other than the 
National Government of the Republic of 
China, with capital temporarily at Chung
king. 

This note was unacceptable to Japan, 
because we insisted that it was in our 
national interest to support the very 
National Government of China which is 
now subject to all sorts of attack, and 
the Japanese answer to this note was 
the attack on the American forces at 
Pearl Harbor. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think that is a 
very pertinent contribution. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Maine yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield to the Sen
ator from Michigan. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
believe it is possible to have the open
door policy in China and ha·ve a commu
nistic government in China? 

Mr. BREWSTER. Certainly, if we are 
to judge by the experience in Europe, 
the iron curtain will clang down, and 
we will carry on simply on sufferance 
with the Communist government, so 
long as they feel it suits their interest, 
and at any time they feel it does not suit 
their interest, we will be automatically 
and completely excluded. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Does the Senator 
see any difference between what was 
going on to close the door prior to Decem
ber 7, 1941, and what we have, reasonable 
grounds to believe is going on now to 
close the same door by having a com
munistic government in control, whereas 
prior to that it was proposed to have a 
Fascist government? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think that all 
concerned would probably well recognize 
and agree that, for all practical pur
poses, the present arrangement is a co
alition, if not a domination. Certainly 
the leaders of the Communist movement 
in China have stated categorically that 
they would be associated with Moscow 
if any difficult developed with the United 
States. So that every consideration 
which led us to feel our vital interests 
were involved in not permitting China 
to be dominated by Japan are even more 
to be considered in the present situation. 

I point out, however, that the impli
cation, that therefore we would immedi
ately go to war to assist China, is a step 
I have not yet beeJ). prepared to agree is 
wise, although, as the Senator from 
Michigan points out, it would be exactly 
as logical today as it was when Secre
tary Hull presented his note in Novem
ber 1941. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Many facts existed 
at that time which do not exist now, and 
I think all agree that there has been no 
contention that an army should be sent 
to China, but there were many things 
which could have been done short of 
sending an army, under our policy. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Today there are 

·many things short of sending an army 
which might be done to encourage a 
firmer stand by those who are opposed 
to communism in Russia or in China. 
Is not that a fact? 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is very true, 
and one thing which we could do, if 
there is any desire for constructive sug-

gestions when we talk about symbols, is 
to send General Wedemeyer as ambas
sador to China, as a symbol of a far 
keener and clearer understanding of the 
issues there than has apparently been 
presented by those who have hitherto 
represented us. 

Mr. President, I am sorry the Senator 
from Texas, the chairman of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, was not 
present in the earlier portion of this dis
cussion, both on the part of the Senator 
from Maine and the Senator from Michi
gan, as I am sure it would be somewhat 
heartening to him to find the absence of 
partisanship, as I conceive it, in the ap
proach and the attempt to discuss this 
matter on a level of undivided interest, 
with a frank recognition of both the 
primary responsibility and the primary 
concern of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations. 

I posed the question to the Senator 
from Michigan, as one of long experience, 
to what extent it was practicable for us 
here in the Senate to participate in the 
consideration of these matters, recog
nizing, as I said very frankly, that there 
must be many matters in which the 
President and the State Department 
must proceed without full disclosure, and 
that there were other matters which they 
could take up with the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, but which the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations might not 
feel it in the public interest to discuss on 
the floor ·of the Senate. At that time 
and in that connection I said very 
frankly that if the members of the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations, with their 
far more intimate knowledge and re
sponsibility, at any time indicated that 
certain matters should not be explored, 
their judgment would be treated with 
great respect. We were expressing re
gret that there had not been as full and 
free consideration with the members of 
the committee as indicated by the Sena
tor from Michigan in connection with 
the 'Chinese situation, as well as the sit
uation in Israel, Palestine, and certain 
other aspects of our foreign policy. I 
continue to hope that we may make 
progress. 

The immediate occasion of this discus
sion was the nomination of an Ambas
sador to Czechoslovakia and a Minister 
to Hungary, whose nominations were 
held over by the Senate last night, as well 
as Mr. Butterworth's promotion to be 
an Assistant Secretary of State--a sym
bol of a policy which many feel has not 
been well onceived. The question 
which was posed here yesterday, and 
about which the press asked the Secre
tary of State without being able to se
cure an answer, was as to why we send 
an Ambassador to Czechoslovakia and a 
Minister to Hungary, when those coun
tries are far more militant examples of 
the suppression of human rights and lib
erties, which was the basis upon which 
Secretary Acheson explained his refusal 
to send an Ambassador to Spain. I am 
embarrassed in posing this question to 
the Senator from Texas, because he had 
already made it clear upon this :floor 
that he was not in sympathy with the 
policy of the Department of State in not 
sending an Ambassador to Spain. There
fore there is really no intellectual difficul-

ty in the Senator from Texas supporting 
the appointment and confirmation of an · 
Ambassador to Czechoslovakia and a 
Minister to Hungary. I think, however, 
that the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions should in all prudence and propri
ety ask the Secretary of State how he 
distinguishes those two situations. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL in the chair). Does the Sen- · 
ator from Maine yield to the Senator 
from Texas? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I have not checked 

on the matter, but I understand that we 
formerly had ·an Ambassador in Czecho
slovakia whereas we had only a Minister 
in Hungary. So I suppose the regular 
routine is being followed. 

The Senator from Maine kindly ad
verted to the fact that I did not hear the 
first part of his discussion. I regret that 
very much. I am always entertained 
and instructed by the Senator, and am 
always glad to hear his discourses on 
such matters as that to which he is now 
addressing himself. Let me say to him 
that so far as the Butterworth nomina
tion is concerned, it will come up for ac
tion in executive session. The nomi
nation will be open to free debate, and 
it can be thoroughly discussed when the 
time arrives for action on the nomina
tion. 

Mr. BREWSTER. In the case of the 
minister to Hungary, I think it is cor
rect to say that he was called home a few 
hours before Hungary requested his 
withdrawal as persona non grata, be
cause he had dared to stand up against 
the persecution of Cardinal Mindszenty. 

Mr. CONNALLY. That is correct. 
Mr. BREWSTER. And I suggested 

that, if in accordance with the state
ment of Mr. Acheson, an ambassador 
or a minister is of no importance
Senators will recall that in connection 
with Spain he said that, after all, am
bassadors do not amount to anything or 
mean anything-that if that were cor
rect, then I thought: Very well, we might 
not have a minister in Hungary for a 
while, and rely on a charge d'affaires, 
to indicate that we do not approve what 
is going on in Hungary at this time, when 
not only Catholic clergy but clergy of 
Protestant and Jewish faiths are being 
subjected to the worst prosecutions and 
persecutions which the civilized world 
has witnessed in recent years. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. I deplore, of course, 

the outrages which have been committed 
on the clergy, and on the adherents of 
churches; but I do not agree to the sug
gestion that an ambassador or a minister 
is not of any importance. 

Mr. BREWSTER. It was the Secre
tary of State who said it. 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from 
Maine observed that we might withdraw 
a minister and rely on a charge d'affaires. 
Our influence in international contact 
depends somewhat upon the rank and 
the influence and the prestige of the 
man who represents us. The people of 
other nations frequently regard a charge 
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, merely as a sort of staff member, a sort 

of a secretary, and he does not carry the 
conviction or the strength a minister or 
an ambassador carries. 

Let me make a further observation, 
and I hope not to be tedious. 

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator from 
Texas is never tedious. · 

Mr. CONNALLY. We do not send am
bassadors or ministers to foreign coun..:. 
tries in order to please the people of 
the foreign countries. We do not send 
them there in order to entertain the 
people of those countries, or to be enter
tained by them. We send them 'there to 
represent the United States of America. 
so we may know what is going on in 
foreign .countries which may affect our 
interests. Our Ambassadors and Min
isters are our listening posts far out 
beyond the actual line. So I do. not see 
that it is of any advantage to discontinue 
the appo~ntment of an ambassador or a 
minister because of pique toward a cer
tain country. I do not subscribe to such 
a proposition at all. The more difficult 
the conditions are in a foreign country 
with regard ·to -our rights, the more I 
want an ambassador or a minister to be 
there on the ground to be able to advise 
us as to what is transpiring wnich may 
relate to our interests, in order that our 
interests may be protected. I -am- sure 
the Senator from Maine does not dis
agree. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. Pr.esident, I 
completely agree. I wish to say to the 
distinguished chairman of the Commit
tee. -0n F.orelgn Relations, that when the 
Secretary of State .sent to the committee 
the nominatfon of Mr. Briggs, who hap
pens to come from my own State of 
Maine and whom I certainly hold in high 
regard as :a diplomat of distinction, as 
Ambassador to Czechoslovakia, and when 
he sent the nomination 1of Mr. Davis -as 
Minister to Hungary, it seems to me it 
would have been quite proper to ask the 
Secretary of State bow he reconciled his 
attitude. in order to preserve ,our self
respect among the nations in the world 
in distinguishing between Prague and 
Madrid. I think the Senator from 'Texas 
was the -0n1y one who could have made 
that challenge then. 
If I remember my logic corr,ectly, l 

think an argumentum ad hominem--'an , 
argument to the man-could have been 
addressed to the Secretary of State, or 
a query could have been addressed to. 
him as to why he makes fish of one and 
fowl of the other. for. as was demon
strated yesterday, when. in the exercise 
of our democratic processes, I made this 
comment on the floor and the press asked 
the Secretary of State how he reconciled 
these two matters, he refused to answer. 
Now, I think he ought to answer that 
question and I think he ought to answer 
it to the chairman of the Committee on 
Fnreign Relations. The chairman of the 
committee is the only one who can prop
erly address the question to him. 

While the Senator from Texas has 
been most generous in permitting other 
Members of the Senate to come into the 
committee hearings and ask questions, 
it is a procedure which I do not think 
is entirely happy or appropriate. I 
think a question of this character: "How, 

Mr. Secretary, can you send an ambas
sador to Czechoslovakia. when yesterday 
we I.earned that thousands of peaceful 
citizens w'ere being driven out mf that 
country by reason .of the policy of its 
Government, driven into our arms, and 
when we are spending more than $200,-
000,000 to take care of them because 
of the violation of their civil r1ghts
bow you can send an ambassador there, 
when you refuse to send an ambassa
dor to Madrid?" is one which, in my 
Judgment, the Secretary of State snouid 
-answer. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield-? 

:Mr. 'BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. CONNALLY. The Senaoor knows. 

or I assume he knows, that on the floor 
of the Senate I made a statement some 
time ago that I thought we ought to 
have an ambassador to Spain. 

Mr~ BREWSTER. I know tbe Senator 
made that statement, and I ·commend 
the Senator highly for having mad,e lit. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Not that it would 
be any compliment to the ruler <>f Spain. 
but in order that we would have an am
bassador there who would represent the 
United States, and who would .know 
what is transpiring in Spain. I cannot 
see any logic in having an ambassador 
in Russia, with whose poljcies ~e do 
not agree at all, and not having an am
bassador in Spain, where we eould have, 
in the ambassador, a listening post in 
a ·country which occupies a military po
siticm of world-wide importance. 

I do not care to belabor the point, but 
I have not changed my view that we 
ought to have an ambassador to Spain. 

Mr. BREWSTER. How are the coun
try and the · House .and the Sena.lie go
ing to have the Secretary of State recon
cile his :position? The only one I know 
who bas the authority and the power to 
bring about an answer is the .Senator 
from Texas. 1 think the Secretary 
ought to be asked "How do you figure 
this out. Mr. Secretary?" 

Mr. CONNALLY. The Secretary gave 
out a statement some time ago -0n the 
subject. The Senator from Maine is 
undertaking to delegate to me powers I 
do not possess, and which, if I possessed, 
I could not exercise-that is 1to try to 
make somebody change his mind. I 
have been undertaking to do so with re
gard to the Senator from Maine over 
a long period of years, and have not 
succeeded in any degr·ee. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Oh, yes; we agree 
on many matters. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I said I have not 
succeeded in changing the Senator's 
mind. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I was not .asking the 
Senator to get the Secretary of State to 
change his mind. I was asking him to 
rationalize for the Senate, for the people 
of the country, and for the people of the 
world, how he, the Secretary, reconciles 
his attitude in these two cases. Perhaps 
he can do it. But certainly the state
ment he made regarding Spain, which 
I hold here in my hand, and which I 
now ask unanimous consent to have in
serted in the-RECORD at this point, is ut
terly incompatible with what he is doing 
in Czechoslovakia. 

There being no objection,. the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as f<OllOW:S~ 

What I should like to do 1-s to try to put 
this present matter, wbieh involves a vote 
·in the United Nations -a;s to whether or not 
the 194S resolution is to be modified, in its 
real setting. A-s you know, the resolution 
was passed in 1946 by the General Assembly 
of the Un<ited Nations, -and it recommended 
to the member nations that they withdraw 
their ambassadors from Madrid. 

At that time the United States did not 
have an ambassador in Madrid because Mr. 
Norman Arm.our, who had been the am bass a.: 
dor. had resigned and no one had been ap
pointed to take his place. Therefore, in car
rying out the spirit of the resolution no one 
has been since appointed to take Mr. 
Armour's p'l.ace. 

The .argument re.v-01ves around ~he question 
of whether that resolution should be changed 
and whether the ambassadors should be re
stored. Now, in the first pl.ace, I assume 1t is 
eiverybody's belief that a recomm.endation by 
the General Assembly of the United N.attons 
should. be followed until it is changed. l do 
not think there would be any argument 
about that. Argument might arise about 
whether we should attempt ro change it. 

Another preliminaTy observation~ I should' 
like to say that in and of !.tse1f this question· 
of whether or not am.hassadors, as distinct 
from charge .ct•affaires, a.re. in Madrid is a 
matter -0f no real importance . at an. This 
resolution was adopted by the United Natio-ns 
in the belief that tt would le.ad to certain 
reforms on the paxt 'Of Franco which would 
make the relations with h.:ls Government by 
other free governments mare happy. It has · 
not bad that effect. 

Now. why was the resolution passed and 
wh.at are the issues which grow out of it, 
and what .is American policy'? 

In tt.e first place_, Jet us state what the 
policy will be on that resolution. our pol.icy 
will be to abstain ftom voting upon that 
resolution whieh is to the effect that the ·· 
question shall be left to the judgment of 
each individual member of the United Na
tions. We shall not vote on that. We shall 
abstain. 

Now. this question, if it has any impor· 
tance-and It obviously .has, becau&e jt 
arouses 1t great deai of emotion both in 
this country and in other countries-is be
cause it is a symb0l of something else. The 
reason the 1946 .resolution was passed is 
rooted in history. 

The. Franco Government was one whicb 
was established with the active support, and 
only with the active. support, of Hitler and 
Mussolini. The .R-epuiblican government in 
Spain received the support of the Soviet 
Union. The.re were charges at the tlme that 
the Republican Government was Commu
nist. Those charges were denied. It is un
important at this point to go into what if 
any substance they had. The fact of the · 
matter was that .a, government which was 
established in Spain which was patterned 
on the regline.s in Italy and in Germany and 
was. and is, a Fascist government and a dic
tatorship. 

The lmportnee is not in throwing words 
around in talking about "Fascists," because 
other people call us Fascists. too. We do not 
get anywhere m.erely by using that word. 
The important thing ts what goes on in. · 
Spa.in. 

It is also important what the western 
EurDpean governments think of what f;Oes on 
in Spain because, -as I have said, the im
portant matter is not whether we .send an 
Ambassador .instead of .a Charge d'Aff.aire.s; 
the important thing is what can be done to 
bring Spaiin into the community of free 
nations in Europe in both the economic and 
the defense fields. 

When you think about that you discover 
at once that the western European gov
ernments are opposed, and have publicly 
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stated theil'.' opposition, to this collaboration 
with Spain in the economic and military 
fields. 

Now, why is that so? I say we get no
where by using such words as "fascism," 
but if we look at the situation in Spain, 
we will see some perfectly simple fundamen
tal facts which cannot be obscured. I pre
sume that the foundation of liberty-indi
vidual liberty-is not in great phrases at all 
but in certain simple procedures and simple 
beliefs, and I should put first on the list of 
essentials for individual liberty the writ of 
habeas corpus and an independent judiciary. 

One of the things that all dictators do
from the time of the French Revolution and 
before the French Revolution down to the 
present time-is to take anyone that they do 
not like and throw l).im in the oubliette 
[dungeon] and there he stays until he dies 
or until they shoot him or until they take 
him out. The fundamental protection 
against that in free countries is the writ of 
habeas corpus. 

Now; what does that mean? That means 
that anybody who is detained against his 
will may at any time get an order from the 
court that he shall be produced in pers9n 
before the court and that those who hold 
him must justify the fact that they are 
holding him under the provisions of law. 
There is nothing more fundamental in the 
preservation of human liberty than that an
cient British tradition which is now incor
porated in most of the procedures in the 
free world. That right does not exist in 
Spain. 

I suppose a second fundamental right, 
which is useful only if you have the first, 
is that if you are tried-and, of course, it 
follows from the writ of habeas corpus, that 
you cannot be sentenced to prison unless you 
are convicted of some crime-the second 
right is that in being convicted of a crime 
you are convicted not by employees of the 
State but by your fellow citizens. 

That is the right of trial by jury. It means 
that no judge, even though he be independ
·ent, certainly no administrative official, can 
order you put in jail. The only people who 
can do that are 10 in some parts of the 
world, 12 in others-citizens just like your
self-and if they listened to the testimony 
and say Joe Doakes goes to jail, then he 
goes to jail. If they say he does not go to 
jail, then he does not go to jail. That is 
fundamental. That right does not exist in 
Spain. 

Then there is the question of religious 
liberty, which is fundamental to a free exer
cise of the human personality. That right 
does not exist in Spain. 

Then there is the right of association
association in political activities, association 
in trade-union activities, association in 
benevolent activities-that right does not 
exist in Spain. 

I could go on, but what I want to draw 
to your attention is that these certain fun
damental basic rights of the individual which 
make the difference between what we call 
"free Europe" and the "iron curtain" coun
tries-these rights do not exist in Spain, and 
the Spanish people are prevented from enjoy
ing them by action of the Spanish Govern
ment. 

It seems perfectly clear to the western 
European countries that you cannot have 
an intimate working partnership with such 
a regime in the economic field and . in the 
defense field. There must be some move to . 
liberalize that. None of them say, nor do 
we say, that Spain, which has never been 
a full-flowered democracy, must become so. 

But they all say that there must be some 
move toward that situation because if there 
isn't, what is the use of having ambassadors? 
We have someone with a different title. It 
may raise the prestige of the individual a 
little bit, but what is the use of it all? 

It is important only if it becomes a symbol, 
and if it becomes a symbol of the fact that 
after all we don't care much about these 
rights, then it is a bad symbol. If it ceases 
to be a symbol it wouldn't make any dif
ference to anyone whether you had an am- -
bassador or whether you didn't. 

But the fundamental thing is that Ameri
can policy is to try to bring Spain back into 
the family of western Europe. That is a 
family matter. You have to convince the 
Spaniards that they must take some steps 
toward that end, and you have to convince 
the Europeans that they have to take some 
steps. So that it isn't fundamentally a 
matter which can be brought about by Ameri
can action, and therefore the policy of the 
American Government is one which I am 
quite sure is . calculated to please neither 
group of extremists in the United States
either those who say that we must immedi
ately embrace Franco, or those who say that 
we must cast him into the outermost 
darkness. 

But it is a policy directed toward working 
with the Spaniards and with the western 
Europeans, bringing about a situation where 
these fundamental liberities do exist in Spain 
and where the western Europeans can bring 
Spain into the community. 

I have spoken at some length on this sub
ject because it is so easy to confuse form with 
substance. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I think we could 
well quote Emerson: 

What you do speaks so loud I cannot hear 
what you say. 

Mr. Acheson told us that he was not 
sending an ambassador to Spain because 
in Spain there was no right of trial by 
jury, no habeas corpus, and no right of 
political or other association. Therefore 
he would not send an ambassador to 
Spain. It was not of any consequence, 
anyway. When Mr. Acheson proposes to 
send another one of these $20,000 babies 
overseas as an ambassador. he ought to 
be asked some questions. We thought 
that ambassadors were of great import
ance. I completely agree with the Sena
tor from Texas that they are, and that 
they go abroad to serve us, and no one 
else. I think Mr. Acheson ought to tell 
the Foreign Relations Committee, under 
the leadership of the Senator from Texas, 
how he reconciles his attitudes, if he can. 
The only thing he said to the press yes
terday was that he did not care to dis
cuss the question. To me that is not a 
very satisfactory answer. I think that 
before we take up the confirmation of 
these two diplomatic representatives, the 
ambassador and the· minister, it would be 
most helpful if Mr. Acheson would give 
some kind of a statement to the Senator 
from Texas which he might use in sup
porting the position which he has taken 
in favor of their confirmation. 

With respect to Mr. Butterworth, be
fore the Senator from Texas entered the 
Chamber the question was discussed with 
the Senator from Michigan [Mr. VAN
DENBERG] as to whether the fact that Mr. 
Butterworth had been intimately asso
ciated with the development and evolu
tion of our policy in China was a reason 
why-without any disparagement of his 
patriotism, his abilities, or his long serv
ice-we could, as a matter of policy, that 
being the only way we can get hold of the 
tail of this policy, consider whether this 
was a happy time to promote him to a 
position of greater responsibility in the 

conduct of our affairs in the Orient, when 
they seem to have turned out so disas
trously, and when, to quote the language 
of Mr. Acheson, he would seem to be a 
symbol of a policy that had failed. To 
give him recognition by confirmation and 
promotion might not be the most re
freshing thing so far as the people of the 
world are now concerned. That was the 
extent to which we discussed the ques
tion of whether an individual might be 
the vehicle by which the Senate could 
give consideration to the evolution of our 
foreign policy. 

I should like to ref er to one further 
question. I am glad the Senat0r from 
Texas is present, because this also seems 
to me to be a matter within his pri
mary purview. I refer to our current 
European policy. 

I invite attention to an article writ
ten by Mr. Walter Lippmann, who has 
certainly been a very keen, earnest, and 
intelligent advocate of our evolving for
eign policy. I quote from an article in 
the Washington Post of Monday, June 
13, 1949, a very current article, enti
tled "Time Running Out." I ask that 
the entire article be printed in the REC
ORD at this point as a part 'lf my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the REC
ORD, as follows: 

TIME RUNNING OUT 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
Mr. Hoffman, arguing with the Senate Ap

propriations Committee, has certainly not 
exaggerated and has almost surely under
stated the consequences of a still greater 
cut in ERP funds. For the truth is that 
the amount of money he is rsking for now 
is considerably less than what was regarded 
as a necessary minimum at the beginning of 
last winter. Yet when the original calcula
tions were made, it was still believed by 
almost everyone that the American recession 
would be checked by a seasonal improvement 
in the spring. 

In fact the recession has not been checked 
but is developing. Moreover, abroad there 
are now unmistakable signs, most clearly vis
ible in Great Britain but by no means con
fined to Great Britain, that a depression of 
serious proportions is in the making. There
fore, the amount Mr. Hoffman is willing to 
accept now, and is fighting to keep Congress 
from cutting furthei:, is almost certainly too 
little to sustain the recovery already 
achieved. For what might have been just 
enough to keep things going slowly for
ward-with no recession in America and no 
depression abroad-cannot be nearly enough 
now to keep things from going rapidly and 
dangerously backward. 

The true situation, which has been very 
much obscured over here, is most clearly 
recognized, and despite the impending elec
tion is being more honestly discussed, in 
the United Kingdom. Last week the Econ
omist said in language which is all the more 
impressive because of its restraint that "the 
circumstances by which Britain may soon 
be threatened are of an unprecedented kind," 
and the Times (London) said that "with the 
easy sellers' market ended and competition 
rising, the stake is no less than the national 
standard of life." 

That is a very high stalte, indeed. For 
the British standard of life is not luxurious, 
not even comfortable. If it cannot with
stand the world-wide depression and defla
tion, the political and social consequences 
even among so steadfast and mature a peo
ple as the British will not be agreeabl_e to 
contemplate. The consequences elsewhere, 
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for example in Germany, will be even less 
agreeable. 

The American recession has not created 
the British and the European problem of 
how to maintain the relatively low stand
ard of life which has been achieved' since 
the end of the war. But the American re
cession is disclosing how deep, how difficult, 
how insoluble by our present policies and 
devices, is the problem of European recov
ery. The change in the economic climate 
will compel us to face the problems we have 
never as yet been willing to face much 
sooner than even the experts anticipated, 
and long before the governments and the 
people are prepared to face them. 

There is current a good deal of pretense 
and propaganda about how well in hand 
everything is. Yet ever since the report 
of the Marshall plan countries which was 
made available at the end of 1948 it has 
been known to the relatively few who studied 
it that the goal of European recovery, in 
the official and popular sense of the words, 
was unattainable by 1952-during the period 
set by Congress and agreed to by the Mar
shall plan countries. It was certain that 
even with almost unlimited wishful think
ing the leading industrial countries of Eu
rope could not become self-supporting and 
still achieve and maintain a tolerable stand
ard of life by 1952, or in fact at any fore
seeable date. 

But even those who knew the hard facts 
of life hoped and believed that with Mar
shan· aid we would be able to buy enough 
time before the Western world had to face 
the deeper and more dangerous issues of 
recovery and reconstruction. They hoped 
and believed that though the Marshall plan 
could not make Europe prosperous and sol
vent, it would buy the time to repair the 
physical damage of the war, to stabilize the 
political, the financial, and the administra
tive machinery, to recuperate from the emo
tional shock of the war, to reduce the ten
sions and to find at least an accommodation 
with the Soviet Union, and to make peace 
with Germany and Japan. 

The Marshall plan has, of course, been 
buying time in this sense. But it now seems 
probable that with the American recession, 
the tapering off of American aid, the ex
haustion of European reserves, the time 
which we are able to buy is very much 
sbortened. Problems that could be post
poned, or played with, during the inflation
ary boom, will come crowding upon us the 
more rapidly and acutely the international 
deflation develops. And the more Con
gress cuts Mr. Hoffman's appropriation, the 
sooner the Congress will be faced with these 
problems, which it has not even begun to 
think about. · 

They will be problems that cannot be 
solved by a rip-snorting statement from a 
HICKENLOOPER or a MCCARRAN, which is then 
"investigated" a~idst the klieg lights, the 
television cameras, and the microphones. 
They will be the problems posed by the rela
tion, unprecedented in all history, between 
the North American Continent and all the 
other continents-and of how a decent world 
society can exist where the disparity in power 
and in wealth as between nations of the same 
culture and ideals is so dangerously wide. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I read one para
graph to the Senator from Texas and 
ask him whether he has noted it and 
whether he has any comment on it: 

There is current a good deal of pretense 
and propaganda about how well in hand 
everything is. Yet ever since the report of 
the Marshall-plan countries which was made 
available at the end of 1948 it has been 
known to the relatively few who studied it 
that the goal of European recovery, in the 
official and popular sense of the w9rds, was 
unattainable by 1952-during the period set 
by Congress and agreed to by the Marshall-

plan countries. It was certain that even 
with almost unlimited wishful thinking the 
leading industrial countries of Europe could 
not become self-supporting and still achieve 
and maintain a tolerable standard of life by 
1952, or in fact at any foreseeable date. 

I read that paragraph, and then refer 
to another article by Mr. Lippmann, in 
the Washington Post of June 16, 1949, 
entitled "Recession and Depression." I 
shall not quote from this article, but I 
ask unanimous conserit that it be printed 
in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks, because it further develops 
the dangers of the current recession and 
depression, both in America and Eu
rope. In view of our former experience 
with a world-wide depression, I think it 
is something to give us some concern. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · 

RECESSION AND DEPRESSION 
(By Walter Lippmann) 

The recession, which began in the autumn, 
has been gathering momentum in the past 
8 weeks. While the effects here are still 
moderate, they are already so serious abroad 
that unless firm measures are taken prompt
ly, a depression, which could become deep 
and hard indeed to deal with, is in the 
making. Not much time can safely be lost 
in reversing the deflationary policies, adopted 
in 1948, to counteract the postwar infla
tionary boom. 

For an essential characteristic of all meas
ures to deal with inflation or deflation is 
that they do not produce their economic 
effects immediately. Thus our deflationary 
measures-to restrict credit, to sterilize gold 
imports, to reduce purchasing power with 
the budgetary surplus-were applied at the 
end of 1947 and early in 1948. They were 
designed to contract money and credit. 
They began to take visible effect only at the 
end of 1948, and are now really taking hold 
at home and abroad. 

The deflationary measures should almost 
certainly have been reversed sooner. Even 
had they been reversed sooner, the forces 
of deflation would still have continued to 
operate for a considerable time. Now the 
deeper the deflation, the less easily can it 
be controlled and ch.ecked by such moderate 
and subtle measures as the Federal Reserve 
can take by reducing its reserve require
ments, reducing its sales of Government 
bonds, ceasing to drain gold from the rest 
of the world and then sterilizing it here, 
and the Treasury by reducing taxes and ac
cepting a budgetary deficit. 

The critical question as to whether the 
modest recovery which has been achieved 
in western Europe is to be sustained, and 
is not to break down in a depression, is now 
upon us. Almost certainly the focal point 
of the danger is in Britain and the sterling 
area. . If our own recession is not checked, 
if at the same time Congress commits the 
error of reducing the dollar funds available 
to the outer world, if on top of these de
flationary conditions, new barriers are raised 
to imports, the general devaluation of the 
currencies ls almost unavoidable. If that 
happens, it will almost certainly bring on a 
deep depression with serious unemployment 
throughout the western world. 

In our own interest and that of the free 
world we must, therefore, address ourselves 
immediately to our own recession-to a 
prompt and decisive reversal of our defla
tionary credit, monetary, tax and budgetary 
policies, and of the disposition in Congress 
to deflate world trade by new import barriers 
and fictitious economies in foreign aid. 

But though this American reversal is prj
mary and essential, it will not suffice. We 

shall have to face up to the fact that 
though th~ Marshall plan has provided 
much relief and lias stimulated some recov
ery, it is operating to bring about a contrac
tion of world ·;rade and a general deflation. 
For in setting 1952 as the target date when 
Europe must be independent of the Amer
ican subsidy, we have committed Europe 
and ourselves to a course of action which 
cannot bring about, will actually prevent, 
a rising and general prosperity. 

The truth is that western Europe, includ
ing Britain and Germany which are its two 
greatest industrial nations, cannot by 1952, 
or within the foreseeable future, maintain its 
standard of life and become independent of 
a dollar subsidy from the United States. If 
the Marshall countries must be independent 
of the subsidy, they must reduce their im
ports from North America, they must by 
currency and discriminatory trade devices 
exclude or drastically reduce American ex
ports to Europe, South America, and the 
Middle East, and they must build up slowly, 
painfully, and at uneconomic cost, substi
tutes for the North American imports that 
they cannot earn the money to buy. 

The plain fact is that in the year ahead 
Europe must choose between recovery and 
financial independence-between maintain
ing a very modest rise in the standard of life 
and the elimination of the dollar deficit. The 
two goals of the Marshall plan, economic re
~overy and financial equilibrium in the ex
changes are for the foreseeable future incom
patible. We shall have to choose the one 
goal or the other, and now that economic 
conditions are deteriorating that choice will 
have to be made much sooner than anyone 
anticipated when the Marshall plan was 
adopted. 

There can be no question that, faced with 
this choice, we must decide to sustain the 
recovery by American measures to cover 
the European dollar deficit over a long period 
of time. For if we sacrifice the recovery in 
the western world, we shall jeopardize the 
whole postwar political reconstruction, and 
with it our own economic stability. 

How this country is to deal with the deep, 
perhaps permanent, problem of the world 
dollar deficit is a question which is not 
easily answered. But this r...iuch at least 
seems a reasonable hypothesis with which 
to approach the question: the direct sub
sidies, as now provided by the ECA, cannot 
go on forever. They were necessary for an 
emergency. For the long run they are 
morally and politically impossible and un
desirable. They create a relationship among 
the free nations which is incompatible with 
their independence and their dignity. 

The orthodox alternative, which is private 
capital investment abroad, is almost cer
tainly not going to be sufficient. Too much 
of the world is unstable to warrant or en
courage private investment on a large enough 
scale. 

There remain measures, which have been 
used before though never on the scale which 
may be required, to support sterling and per
haps certain other key currencies, assuring 
their convertibility for current transactions, 
once the necessary readjustments of their 
value have been made. 

In all probability a monetary program of 
this type will come to be the successor of 
the Marshall plan. It wlll find favor as the 
most feasible device for sustaining the world 
recovery and of averting a great depression 
and the political disorder which would surely 
grow out of it. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I come now to an 
article by Mr. Lippmann, entitled "Cas
sandra Speaking," published in the 
Washington Post of June 7, 1949, which 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD at this point as a part of 
my remarks. 
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There being no objectien, the article 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CASSANDRA SPEAKING 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
The celebration of the secm1d anniversary 

of the Harvard speech, in which Secretary 
Marshall suggested the European recovery 
program, comes at a time when in western 
Europe, the United States, and indeed al
most everywhere trade is declining, profits 
are falling, and unemployment is rising. As 
in the months which preceded the Harvard 
speech, the signs of a crisis in the making are 
too plain to be disregarded. There is every 
reason to think that the crisis which is now 
in the making will require a greater effort on 
the part of statesmen and people than that 
which began to develop in the early winter 
of 1947. 

For then the question was how by a re
vival of production and with American aid, 
the general standard of life could be raised 
from the low level to which it had been 
brought down by the war. But now:, with 
production in western Europe on the whole 
above prewar and with American aid be
ginning to taper oli, the question is how the 
existing European standard of life can be 
maintained. 

Though it is still very low, there is little 
prospect that in the near future it can be 
improved. There is - the grave question 
whether it will not have to fall. 

Though it is quite true that but for the 
Marshall plan the condition of Europe and 
the world would be much worse than it is, 
there is little ground for complacency and 
self-congratulation. The' problem of Euro
pean recovery is manifestly deeper and more 
stubborn than most of the operators of the 
Marshall plan realized, than any were willing 
to admit pu'blicly. The economic exhaustion 
of western Europe has been greater than the 
official estimates allowed, and the disruption 
of the channels of trade and of the media 
of exchange has been such that only by ex
tremely artificial, and therefore quite tempo
rary devices, has a moderate volume of trade 
been restored. 

T"ne fragile recovery which has been 
achieved is now threatened by a world-wide 
deflation in which, unlike 1947, the United 
States is involved. The deflation has set in 
before, but just before, Germany and Japan 
are being encouraged to enter the world
wide competition for contracting markets. 

The signs of the crisis which made the 
Marshall plan necessary were quite visible 
at least 4 months before the Harvard speech. 
By the end of January it was evident that 
the American and Canadian credits, which 
were intended to see· the United Kingdom 
through 1951, were going to run out much 
sooner. In fact they were used up by Aug
ust of 1947. 

Not until May did Mr. Acheson, then the 
Under Secretary of State, make the address 
to the Del ta Council which was in fact the 
forerunner of Mr. Marshall's Harvard speech 
a month later. Another half year passed be
fore Congress provided interim aid. A year 
passed before it appropriated the money for 
the Marshall plan. 

The crisis which is now in the making will 
call for a better timetable than that. There 
are experts in all the countries who know. 
But if measures are to be contrived, and 
the extraordinarily difficult decisions are to 
be taken, before the deflation goes out of 
control, the statesmen with the highest re
sponsibility in the Western world will have 
to face up to the problem right away. 

For our policies and our political hopes are 
based upon, and depend upon, the premise 
that the Western world, including western 
Germany, can count upon a rising standard 
of life amidst conditions of increasing confi
dence and stability. A world-wide deflation, 
with contracting markets, reduced consump-

tion, rising unemployment-especially if an 
American deflation ag·gravates it instead of 
compensating for it-will soon change, and 
not for the better, the political and diplo
matic climate in which Mr. Acheson admin
isters his policies. 

Mr. BREWSTER. This is Cassandra 
speaking-a rather doleful prophet. He 
says: 

Though it is quite true that but for the 
Marshall plan the condition of Europe and 
the world would be much worse than it is, 
there is a little ground for complacency 
and self-congratulation. The problem of 
European recovery is manifestly deeper and 
more stubborn than most of the operators 

· of the Marshall plan realized, than any were 
willing to admit publicly. The economic ex
haustion of western Europe has been greater 
than the official estimates allowed, and the 
disruption of the channels of trade and of 
the media of exchange has been such that 
only by extremely artificial, and therefore 
quite temporary devices, has a moderate 
volume of trade been restored. 

The fragile recovery which has been 
achieved is nO'.v threatened by a world-wide 
deflation in which, unlike 1947, the United 
States is involved. The deflation has set 
in before, but just before, Germany and 
Japan are being encouraged to enter the 
world-wide competition for contracting mar
kets. 

The signs of the crisis which made the 
Marshall plan necessary were quite visible 
at least 4 months befOre the Harvard speech. 
By the end of January it was evident that 
the American and Canadian credits, which 
were intended to see the United Kingdom 
through 1951, were going to run out much 
sooner. In fact they were used up by 
August of 1947. .. 

For our policies and our political hopes 
are based upon, and depend upon, the prem
ise that the western world, including western 
Germany, can count upon a rising standard 
of life amidst conditions of 'increasing con
fidence and stability. A world-wide deflation 
with contracting markets, reduced consump
tion, rising unemployment-especially if an 
American deflation aggravates it instead of 
compensating for it-will soon change, and 
not for the better, the political and diploma
tic climate in which Mr. Acheson administers 
his policies. 

I do not wish to labor the dangers of 
the_situation, but it seems to me that in 
the almost utter collapse of our policies 
in China, in the tragic situation which 
we :(ace in Europe today in spite of all the 
hopeful omens, and with the recent 
sharp decline in the British economy, it is 
a matter of increasing and profound 
concern as we go forward to consider 
our financial policies, our economic poli
cies, and our relations to Europe. Are 
we warranted in the inference from Mr. 
Lippmann's article that we are not being 
told all the truth? Does the Senator 
from Texas feel that we are being given 
a full, frank disclosure, so far as the 
proprieties permit, of conditions in Eu
rope, in Asia, and in this country? 

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, I will 
say to the Senator that I am not ad
vised as to every detail, but in the main, 
I think that is true. Mr. Hoffman, the 
ECA Administrator, has been before the 
Committee on Appropriations for many 
days. He has been subjected to the most 
rigorous examination, both direct- and 
cross-examination. The Secretary of 
State has just come back from the four 
Ministers' meeting. He has been before 

the Committee on Foreign Relations and 
has made a full and complete statement, 
most of which was given to the press. I 
think that, so far as humanly possible, 
we are in possession of information, 
through our representatives abroad, as 
to conditions both in Europe and else
where. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Before the Senator 
from Texas entered the Chamber I 
stated that one who had recently re
turned from Europe after 6 weeks there, 
with probably as ample sources of in
formation at home and abroad as any 
individual outside the Government, ex
pressed to me very great concern that at 
Paris conversations proceeded with the 
British regarding the possible determi
nation of our spheres of intel'est in Eu
rope at the expense of sacrificing China. 
I assume that there must have been dis
cussions. The Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. VANDENBERG] expressed the convic
tion that before any steps were taken to 
recognize the Communist regime in 
China there should be the most exhaus
tive deliberation and the most careful 
consideration, with at least the members 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
before any such step was taken or any 
deals of that character were very far 
progressed. Does the Senator from 
Texas agree with that? 

Mr. CONNALLY. I feel sure that that 
will be the case. Already we have been 
discussing this question in the Commit
tee on Foreign Relations. There is not 
going to be any automatic recognition of 
a de facto government or de jure gov-

- ernment. All the factors will be thor
oughly considered, I feel sure, by the 
Department of State and the President 
of the United States. 

Mr. BREWSTER. And at least by the 
members of the Foreign Relations Com
mittee. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Oh, yes; of course 
the Foreign Relations Committee is in 
daily contact on these matters. 

I do not wish to cast any reflection 
upon the person who, the Senator has 
told us, spent 6 weeks in Europe, and 
upon his return had a thorough under
standing of all these problems. 

Mr. BREWSTER. That is not what I 
said. I said he had more sources of 
knowledge than does any private citizen. 
I was extremely careful to delimit the 
sources of his knowledge. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not know what 
the source of his knowledge is. As I 
understand, he ref erred to the four 
Ministers' conference. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes; he was very 
much concerned. 

Mr. CONNALLY. He is not an official, 
and yet he seemed to know an that was 
transpiring there. 

Mr. BREWSTER. No; he expressed 
very great concern that that was what 
was going on. 

Mr. CONNALLY. Very well. Of 
course, concern is one thing, antl facts 
are another. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes. I understand 
that the Senator from Texas expects to 
be fully consulted before any radical 
change in our position toward China 
occurs. 

Mr. CONNALLY. I do not expect to be 
personally consulted, but I understand 
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that the authorities here-the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and others-will be 
consulted. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have inserted at 
this point in the RECORD an article by 
Walter Lippmann, appearing in the 
Washington Post for Thursday, June 9, 
1949. The article is en~itled "Berlin Fan
tasia." 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

BERLIN FANTASIA 

(By Walter Lippmann) 
Even more discouraging than the disagree

ment between Mr. Acheson and M. Vishinsky 
over how to govern Berlin ls that both of 
them talk as if they still believed it possible 
for four governments to rule one wretched, 
ruined, and desperate city. 

The differences between the Acheson and 
the Vishinsky proposals are considerable, 
perhaps irreconcilable. But what is much 
more serious is their similarity, that, as Mr. 
Dooley once said of two candidates for Presi
dent, they are as far apart as the two poles 
and as much alike. For the notion, or at 
least the pretense, is common to both pro
posals, that despite the plain and obvious 
lesson of the past 4 years, the occupying 
powers should work side by side making dally 
decisions on a whole mass of intricate and 
largely unintelligible details. 

It is ·self-evident that the Soviet proposal 
1s sheer nonsense. The four powers, which 
are at odds on almost any subject they dis
cuss, are, according to M. Vishinsky, to pass 
by unanimous agreement on all legislation 
enacted by the city council, on appointments, 
dismissals and resignations of administra
tive personnel, on ·public security and the 
police, on the "trade" of Berlin, on supplies, 
on city transport, the municipal budget, 
municipal taxes, on credit, prices, fuel and 
communications. They are also to revise 
the election law, determlhe who has the right 
to vote, and they are to authorize political 
parties and public organizations, and super
vise the elections. 

But is the American proposal really much 
more sensible? It calls for quadripartite 
supervision of elections, including electoral 
preparations and campaigns. It provides that 
if the four commandants cannot agree, each 
commandant in his own sector may take 
whatever action he considers appropriate 
for the protection of t:Q.e elected deputies 
and city officials against interference ·in the 
performance of their functions under the 
constitution so as to insure the independ
ence of the .city administration and the ex
ercise of its legitimate authority. This is a 
blank check for chaos and confusion, mak
ing each commandant in effect the judge of 
what the constitution of the city means In 
his part of the cl ty. It would be like trying 
to govern the city of Washington with Sen
ator McCARRAN having the last word in 
Southeast Washington, Senator KEFAUVER in 
Northwest Washington, and let us say Sena
tor H1cKENLOOPER, to insure efficient govern
ment, in the remainder. 

Not only ls neither proposal likely to be 
accepted, but even if either, or some com
promise between them; were accepted, the 
thing could not be made to work. Military 
government is in itself a hopelessly bad 
method of government except immediately 
at the end of a war. Quadripartite military 
government by unanimity, or by majority, 
or by sectors, over an extended period of 
time is an utter impossibility, capable only 
of creating confusion, misgovernment, in
trigue, corruption .. and conflict. 

It is difficult to understand the process 
of though by .which we, who know and have 
been proclaiming our co~viction that close 

collaboration with the Soviets ls impossible, 
nevertheless come forward with on more 
paper project for collaborating with them 
in one city, in -one confined place, about the 
myriad details of a municipality. 

One would suppose that after the inter
minable quarrels in Berlin, after the division 
of the city, after the blockade, and the air 
lift, Mr. Acheson would have come forward 
With something more relevant than have 
another blueprint for quadripartite control. 
Is it not the lesson of the Allied failure in 
Berlin that the four powers cannot collab
orate? Why then pretend that we believe 
they can? It is not the lesson of the block
ade and the air life that the strategic en
circlement of Berlin is a threat to the peace 
of the world, and that the first and impera
tive solution of the Berlin problem is to 
end the strategic encirclement? 

Why then have we discarded all the plans 
for ending it? And why have we come for
ward instead with a proposal which, whether 
it is accepted or rejected, perpetuates our 
dangerous military entanglement? Why 
have we not come forward with some one of 
the several plans for a redistribution of the 
occupation forces so that, at the least, we do 
not have to sit in Berlin surrounded by the 
Red Army? 

Is it because we think the Soviets would 
not agree to a redistribution of the military 
forces? If that is the reason, surely it would 
be better to break up in Paris on that issue, 
which really means something to our own 
vital interests, to the peace of Europe, and 
to the Germans, than on the differences be
tween M. Vishinsky's and Mr. Acheson's rival 
blueprints for starting to do once more what 
both of them must know we cannot do at all. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I 
shall read a brief excerpt from the 
article: 

It is difficult to understand the process of 
thought by which we, who know and have 
been proclaiming our conviction that close 
collaboration with the Soviets is impossible, 
nevertheless come forward with one more 
paper project for collaborating with them in 
one city, in one confined place, about 
myriad details of a municipality. 

In the article Mr. Lippmann refers to 
the quadripartite administration of Ber
lin, which is the chief suggestion, if not 
the only one, by Mr. Acheson which Mr. 
Lippmann criticizes, I do not discuss it 
myself; I defer to Mr. Lippmann, who 
has been a very close student of this 
matter, and at times his opinion has 
been very highly regarded. 

One other matter, Mr. President, and 
I am done: As to the refugee situation, 
affecting the displaced persons in 
Europe, an unfortunate and tragic 
aspect of it is at hand, namely, that 
Europe is not the only place where there 
are displaced persons, for in the middle 
east there are 800,000 displaced Arabs. 

Before the Senator from Texas entered 
the Chamber, I pointed out, in defending 
this administration and the Congress, 
that we have provided 65 percent of all 
the money which has been devoted to 
the care of displaced persons in Europe, 
although we were supposed to contribute 
only 45 percent. I .thought it was time 
that someone's voice was raised to show 
that we have been more than generous, 
in spite of the fact that we have not done 
all that some persons have desired us 
to do. 

At the present ·time there are 800,000 
displaced persons in the Near East-the 
Arabs. The situation in Europe is once 
more repainting the tragic dimculties 

through which we have passed in recent 
years. All of us know the sorry record 
of the American attitude regarding Pal
estine, how we have changed from one 
position to another, the utterances of 
our succeeding Presidents for the last 25 
years, often stultified by the action of 
the State Department, and repeatedly 
nullified by the subtle actions within tlie 
State Department. 

However, we finally saw, with pro
found gratification, the birth of Israel. 
Now we are concerned with how their 
affairs shall be worked out. We are 
naturally concerned, because it is a prob
lem of the world. Discussions are going 
on between the Arab world and Israel 
as to a solution, and the United Nations' 
Commission is taking a proper and nat
ural interest. Egypt proposes that Gaza, 
the territory adjoining Egypt, now in 
possession of the Israeli, shall be taken 
by Israel, along with 250,000 Arab refu
gees. That was the Egyptian proposal, if 
we are correctly informed. The Israeli 
agreed to that, agreeing to take the 
250,000 Arab refugees, a rather large 
order, certainly. At that point the rep
resentatives of the United Nations, under, 
as we are told-and I think it is clear, 
from the records-the leadership of the 
United States State Department, vetoed 
that settlement, saying, "No; you must 
settle the whole question of the 800,000 
Arab refugees." 

Mr. President, it is a peculiar situation, 
because it was only 2 years ago, as the 
Members of this body well know, that the 
State Department was saying that it was 
utterly impossible to take 400,000 or 500,-
000 Jewish refugees from Europe into 
Palestine. That was the whole basis of 
the British mandatory veto and of the 
attitude of our own Government, namely, 
that Palestine could not absorb that many 
refugees. 

Yet, now, when 50G,OOO Jewish refugees 
in Europe are on their way to Palestine, 
at the rate of 30,000 or more a month, 
and are being absorbed by Israel, in spite 
of the declaration of our State Depart
ment that it was impossible-and as the 
report of the committee during the past 
week on the International Refugee Or
ganization shows, they are going there 
under their own steam and assistance, 
with what help we are able to give-sud
denly our State Department assumes the 
position that Israel must take not only 
500,000 or 600,000 Jewish refugees from 
Europe, but also must absorb 800,000 
displaced persons, Arabs, from the Middle 
East. I believe that is a tragedy and a 
travesty, and I believe the State Depart
ment in sponsoring such a policy is dis
playing the same devious and indefensible 
attitudes it has displayed in the past in 
yielding to their importunities. 

I say that the proper solution is similar 
to that which I have received first from 
the mouth of Herbert Hoover, who has 
advocated it for many years for the solu
.tion of the Middle East problem, namely, 
to use the area at the mouths of the 
Tigress and Euphrates Rivers, where the 
Garden of Eden once was. In flying over 
that area, one sees the valley where all 
the people of Mesopotamia once lived in 
comparative contentment. Under the 
British, surveys have been made, showing 
the entire practicalit:y: of carrying out a. 
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development there for the colonization 
not only of the 800,000 Arabs, but also of 
all the other Arabs who desire to give 
up their nomadic life. Nor does the de
velopment of such a plan require the ap
propriation of millions of dollars by the 
United States or large amounts of money 
by other countries, because hundreds of 
millions of dollars are now being paid to 
Britain in oil royalties. If the State De
partment would show half the solicitude 
for this problem, not only for the Arabs 
and the Jews, but also for the American 
taxpayers, that it is displaying in behalf 
of the dubious and devious policies it has 
hitherto pursued, it would meet with the 
entire cooperation, I am sure, of the oil 
companies, because they are vitally con
cerned, more than anyone else, with pre
serving the stability of their f ran chis es in 
the Middle East. 

· Mr. President, I say that to pursue the 
policies we are now pursuing is a course 
best calculated to throw the Middle East 
and the Arabs into the hands of the Com
munists, and then it will not be very long 
before the benighted heads of the states 
of the Middle East, including lbn-saud 
and the others, will be thrown off their 
thrones, just as Ibn-saud threw his pred
ecessors off the throne. Under present 
circumstances, it is doubtful whether 
many Arabs would be particularly con
cerned if such changes occurred. If I 
were one of the Arabs, living as I saw 
them at Basra and in Azerbaijan during 
the war, I do not think I should be very 
particular as to the sort of ideology I em
braced, because it could not be worse 
than what I had. That is why I say 
that the American State Department had 
better reconsider its policies, the discard
ed and outmoded colonistic policies of the 
British Foreign Office at No. 10 Downing 
Street, and begin to think in terms of 
America and of American foreign policy 
and of American foreign interests, and of 
solving the problem of Arab refugees by 
the very simple solution which is so ob
viously at hand, which will solve not only 
the problem of Israel, not only the prob
lem of the Arabs, but also the problem of 
erecting the bulwarks in the Middle East 
against the penetration of the Com
munist ideology, which will as certainly 
overrun Arabia and the Middle East as 
it has the Orient, unless America shall 
in the not too distant future reconsider 
the policies it has pursued. 
UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT TO 

VOTE ON CERTAIN AMENDMENTS TO 
THE LABOR BILL -

During the delivery of Mr. BREWSTER'S 
speech, 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Maine yield, in order that 
I may propose a unanimous-consent 
agreement? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I am happy to 
yield for that purpose, provided I may 
do so with the understanding that I do 
not lose the floor. 

Mr. LUCAS. I ask unanimous con
sent that by yielding to me for this pur

. pose, the Senator from Maine will not 
lose the floor. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I ask that these 
remarks appear at the conclusion of my 
speech. 

Mr. LUCAS. I so request, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob
jection, that will be done. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I wish to 
propose a unanimous-consent request 
with respect to the business now before 
the Senate. 

I ask unanimous consent that on the 
calendar day of Tuesday, June 28, 1949, 
at not later than the hour of 1 o'clock 
p. m., the Senate proceed to vote, with
out further debate, upon the amendment 
proposed by the Senator from Florida 
[Mr. HOLLAND], for himself and other 
Senators, to title III of the substitute 
proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
THOMAS] to Senate bill 249, the National 
Labor Relations Act of 1949, or any 
amendment proposed thereto; that on 
the said day, at not later than the hour 
of 2 o'clock p, m., the Senate proceed to 
vote, without further debate, upon the 
amendment of the Senator from Illinois 
[Mr. LucAsJ to the amendment proposed 
by the Senator from Ohio [Mr. TAFT] 
as a substitute for title III of the said 
Thomas substitute; and that on the said 
day, at not later than the hour of 3 
o'clock p. m., the Senate proceed to vote, 
without further debate, upon the amend:.. 
ment proposed by the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. TAFT] to title III of the said Thomas 
substitute or any amendment which may 
be proposed thereto. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob:.. 
ject ion? · 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, it seems to me that 
there should be 2 hours after the meeting 
of the Senate, before the first vote is had, 
the one on the amendment of the Sena
tor from Florida [Mr. 'HoLLAND]. 

Mr. LUCAS. I agree with the Sena
tor from Ohio. I had in mind having 
the Senate take a recess on Monday, 
until 11 o'clock a. m. the following day, 
which would give· us a 2-hour period in 
which to debate the Holland amendment, 
as the Senator from Ohio has now re
quested. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. TAFT. And that is part of the 
understanding, is it? 

Mr. LUCAS. That will be a part of 
the understanding. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, further re
serving the right to object, let me in
quire how the time is to be divided in 
the case of each of these amendments. 
I assume that in each case it is to be 
divided between the proponent of the 
amendment and some other Senator, to 
be selected by opponents. 

Mr. LUCAS. I have made no provi
sion in the · unanimous-consent agree
ment, but I now make the request that 
the time be equally divided between the 
proponents of amendments and the op
ponents; and so far as the amendment 
of the Senator from Florida is concerned, 
I should like to have one-half of the time 
controlled by the distinguished chair
man of the committee. I should like 
also to have one-half of the time con
trolled by the distinguished chairman of 

the committee in the case of .the Lucas 
amendment and the Taft substitute. 

Mr. TAFT. Except, if the Senator 
does not mind, if I can control the time 
for the opponents, on the Lucas amend~ 
ment, because I would not want the Sen
ator from Illinois to have half the time 
and the distinguished chairman of the 
committee to have the other half. 

Mr. LUCAS. I do not want any time 
on my amendment. I wish to turn all 
that time over to the distinguished chair
man of the committee. 

Mr. TAFT. And then the opposition's 
time will be controlled by me, possi
bly? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is correct, and it 
will be so understood. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, re-. 
serving the right to object, let me say 
that I was not on the floor of the Sen
ate when the unanimous-consent agree
ment was proposed by the distinguished 
Senator from Illinois. I have no objec
tion to it, insofar as the amendment 
offered by three other Senators and my
self is concerned. 

I wonder whether one of the results 
of the unanimous-consent agreement,. if 
adopted, will be to cut off the consider
ation of any amendment to the Thomas 
bill which might be offered, other than 
as to our particular amendment, it 
being my recollection that both the 
amendment of the Senator from Illi
nois and the amendment of the Senator 
from Ohio are in the nature of substi
tutes, and would be · inferior 'to any 
amendment offered to the Thomas bill 
between now and Tuesday. 

Mr. LUCAS. I am sure that any per
fecting amendment that is offered to the 
Thomas bill will still be in order after 
the unanimous-consent agreement is dis
posed of. That would be my judgment 
in regard to the matter. 

In other words, in that unanimous
consent request we are dealing only with 
the perfecting amendment offered by the 
Senator from Florida to the Thomas bill 
and the perfecting amendment offered 
by the Senator from Illinois and the sub
stitute offered by the Senator from Ohio 
to title III of the Thomas bill. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I so understood; but 
I am asking the distinguished majority 
leader to address his attention to the 
fact that if another amendment, other 
than the one offered by myself and 
others, directed to the Thomas bill, 
should be offered between now and Tues
day, it would take priority over the two 
amendments in the nature of a substi-· 
tute. Is that correct? 

Mr. LUCAS. It would not take prior
ity if the unanimous-consent agreement 
I am proposing is agreed to. 

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I under
stand that what the Senator says is that 
as to the substitute which I have offered 
to title III of the Thomas bill, any 
amendment to the substitute shall be 

·voted upon at 3 o'clock, regardless of 
whether any other amendments are of
fered in the meantime or not. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is my understand
ing. In other words, I do not think we 
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should cut off the offering of any amend
ments to the original Thomas bill, and 
I do not propose to do so. 

Mr. HOLLAND. That would be the 
effect, if any Senator proposed an 
amendment to the Thomas bill between 
now and Tuesday. 

Mr. TAFT. Yes. However, .under 
this agreement, nothing would prevent 
the offering of a further amendment to 
the Thomas bill after the vote at 3 
o'clock on my amendment, unless my 
amendment should be adopted, in which 
case that section would no longer be 
open to amendment. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. A final vote 
on the substitute offered by the Senator 
from Ohio to title III would preclude the 
offering of any further amendments to 
title III if the Senator's amendment or 
substitute should be adopted. But if it 
were not adopted, title III would still be 
open to amendment. 

Mr. LUCAS. That is the way I under
stood the matter. · 

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob
jection to the unanimous-consent agree
ment proposed by the Senator from 
Illinois? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob

jection? The Chair hears none, and it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I should 
like to ask the Senator from Illinois, if 
I may have consent to do so, whether 
there are any other amendments deal
ing with injunctions. 

Mr. LUCAS. There are no other 
amendments of that sort, so far as I 
know, which are now offered and on the 
table. 

Mr. President, will the Senator from 
Maine yield for a further announcement 
in connection with this unanimous-con
sent agreement? 

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield. 
Mr. LUCAS. In view of the agreement 

we have now reached, I may say the 
Senate will not hold a session tomorrow. 
As a result of the agreement, we shall 
get a final determination upon the na
tional emergency provisions of the bill, 
which it seems to me may go a long way 
to control the progress of the bill there
after, regardless of what the votr. on 
those provisions may be. 

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, may 
I inquire of the Senator from Illinois 
whether other matters may be brought 
up either this afternoon or Monday, 
which will displace temporarily the pend
ing business? 

Mr. LUCAS. There is a possibility of 
that, I may say to the Senator. There 
are conference reports to come in. I 
am not sure about appropriation bills. 
There is also a bill on the Calendar 
in which both the Senator from Wash
ington and the majority leader are very 
much interested. The Senator from 
Washington hopes to displace tempo
rarily the pending business a little later 
on, to take up the measure affecting the 
disposition of maritime property, as I 
recall. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I share the concern 
of the Senators from Washington and 
Illinois in that matter, and I very much 

hope the bill may be considered as 
promptly as possible. 

Mr. LUCAS. I thank the Senator for 
his cooperation upon that very important 
measure. We hope to get it out of the 
way this afternoon. 

Mr. BREWSTER. I understand this 
colloquy will be placed at the end of my 
remarks so that the torrent of my speech 
will flow on uninterrupted. 

The VICE PRESIDENT. That has 
been ordered. 

MESS/.-GE FROM THE HOUSE 

During the delivery of Mr. BREWSTER'S 
speech. 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its read
ing clerks, announced the House had 
agreed to the repol't of the committee of 
conference on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses on the amendments of 
the Senate to the bill CH. R. 3082) mak
ing appropriations for the government of 
the District of Columbia and other ac
tivities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of such District for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and 
for other purposes; that the House had 
receded from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the fenate numbered 28, 
38, and 40, and concurred therein, and 
that the House receded from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 44 and 45, and concurred 
therein, each with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of 
the Senate. • 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H. R. 3997) making appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture for the 
fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and for 
other purposes; that the House had re
ceded from its disagreement to the 
amendments of the Senate numbered 22, 
23, and 24 to the bill, and concurred 
therein severally with an amendment, in 
which it requested the concurrence of the 
Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had disagreed to the amend
ment of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
2859) to authorize the sale of public lands 
in Alaska; asked a conference with the 

• Senate on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and that Mr. PETER
SON, Mr. REDDEN, Mr. BENTSEN, Ml'. WELCH 
of California, and Mr. CRAWFORD were ap
pointed managers on the part of the 
House at the conference. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIA..: 
TIONS-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I submit a 
conference report on House bil! 3082, the 
District of Columbia appropriation bill, 
and ask unanimous consent for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con
ference report will be read for the in
formation of the Senate. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3082) making appropriations for the gov-

ernment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against the revenues of such District 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 11 and 19. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 21, 23, 25, 
26, 27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 41, 42, 
43, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 55, 56, 57, 58, 
59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, and 65, and agree .to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In li€U of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$260,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed hy said amend
ment insert "$767,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree to 
the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$351,300"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amendment 
insert "$14,150,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same.· 

Amendment numbered 13: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,868,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend- . 
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,154,260"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 16, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$420,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 20: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 20, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,075,250"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,189,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 24: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$6,443,989"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 31: That the House 
r€cede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 31, and agree 



8306 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE JUNE 24 
to the same with an amendment,. as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$4,040,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 53: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 53, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$976,222"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 54: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 54, and agree 
to the same with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment "insert "$1,072,098"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. . 

The committee of conference report in 
disagreement amendments numbered 28, 38, 
40, 44, and 45. 

LISTER HILL, 
JOSEPH c. O'MAHONEY, 
HARLEY M. KILGORE, 
LESTER C. HUNT, 
MILTON R. YOUNG, 

Mana9·ers on the Part of the Senate. 
JOE B. BATES, 
SIDNEY R. YATES, 
FOSTER FURCOLO, 
CLARENCE CANNON, 
RALPH E. CHURCH, 
LOWELL STOCKMAN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the conference report? 

There being ·no objection,. the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. _ 

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I move the 
adoption of the report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Alabama: briefly ex
plain the situation? 

Mr. HILL: Yes. The conferees on the 
part of the Senate, both those represent
ing the majority and those representing 
the minority, were in unanimous agree
ment. There was no dissent on the part 
of either the ·House conferees or the 
Senate conferees. 

There are two amendment:J on which 
we are to vote separately, because the 

·rules of the House require that they be 
voted on separately. However, there was 
unanimous agreement on the part of both 
the House and the Senate conferees, 
both the majority and the minority 
members. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. I have no objec
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the adoption of the con
ference report. 

The report was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before 

the Senate a message from the House 
of Representatives announcing its action 
on certain amendments of the Senate to 
House bill 3082, which was read as fol
lows: 
IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIV~S, U. 8., 

June 24, 1949. 
Resolved, That the House agree to the con

ference report to the bill (H. R. 3082) enti
tled "An act making appropriations for the 
government of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against the revenues of such District for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and for 
other purposes"; 

That the House recedes and concurs in 
Senate amendments numbered 28, 38, and 
40; 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the am'endment of the Senate num
bered 44 and agree to the :;ame with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the figure 
proposed by said amendment insert "3%"; 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 45 and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the figure 
proposed by said amendment insert "3%,." 

Mr. HILL. I move that the Senate 
concur in the amendments of the House 
to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 44 and 45. 

The motion was agreed to. 
IMPROVEMENT OF POSTAL SERVICE-

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT (H. 
. DOC. NO. 239) 

· The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
ScHOEPPEL in the chair) laid before the 
Senate a message from the President of 
the United States, which was read by 
-the Chief Clerk and ref erred to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

<For President's message, see today's 
proceedings of the House of Representa
tives on pp. 8340-8341.) 

AGRICULTURAL APPROPRIATIONS
CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I sub
mit a conference report on House bill 
3997, making appropriations for the De
partment of Agriculture for the fiscal 
year 1950, and for other purposes, and 
I ask unanimous consent for its imme
diate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be read. 

The report was read as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3997) making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Agriculture, for the fiscal year end
ing June 30, 1950, and _ for other purposes, 
having met, after full and free conference, 
have agreed to recommend and do recom
mend to their respective Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 3, 5, 6, 12, 13, 31, 41, 48, 
and 52. 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 1, 2, 14, 15, 17, 21, 25, 26, 27, 33, 42, 54, 
56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, 65, 66, 67, 68, 
69, 70, and 71, and agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter striclrnn out and in
serted by said amendment insert "$19,000,000, 
of which not less than $45,000 shall be avail
able for work under Title II for the develop
ment of new and expanded market outlets for 
oilseeds, fats and oils and their products, and 
not less than $180,000 shall be used under 
section 10 (a) for additional research on fats 
and oils, of which latter sum not less than 
$45,000 may be used for contracts with public 
or private agencies as authorized by the said · 
Act of August 14, 1946"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 7: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 7, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$713,293"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 8: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 8, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 

In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$518,800"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 9: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 9, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,390,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 10: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 10, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,00Q,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. · 

Amendment numbered 11: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 11, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,236,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate -numbered 16, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the SUµl proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,694,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 18: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 18, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,464,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 19: That the House · 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 19, and agree 
to the same ·with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$401,740"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 20: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 20, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,966,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 28: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 28, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out by said 
amendment, insert "and the provisions of 
the Forest Pest Control Act ($250,000 which 
may be transferred to and made a part of 
the appropriation 'Forest Pest Control 
Act'),"; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 29: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 29, and agree 

• to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$243,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 30: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 30, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$645,525"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 32: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 32, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$575,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 34: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 34, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$750,0CO"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 
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Amendment numbered 35: That the Ho.use 

recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 35, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$3,645,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 36: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 36, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$565,350"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. · . 

Amendment numbered 37: That the House 
recede from it s disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 37, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,920,050"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 38: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 38, and agree 
to the same with ari amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,159,600"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

·Ameridmen·t numbered 39: That the House 
rece·de from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 39, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$26,300,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 40: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 40, and agree 
to the same wit h an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend
ment insert ", and the limit of cost for not 
to exceed one building constructed at Horse-

. shoe Organization Camp, West Virginia, shall 
be $22,500"; and the Senate agree to the 
same. 

Amendment numbered 43: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 43, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$10,348,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 44: That the. House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 44, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$117,188"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 45: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 45, and agree 
to the same with an amendme·nt as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment insert "$75,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 46: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 46, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
_ men t insert "$9,500,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 47: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 47, and agree 
to the same vrith an amendment as follows: 
In .lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,400,000"; and the Senate 
.agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 49: That the House 
reced'l from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 49, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,225,000"; and the Senate agree 
. to the sam ~. 

Amendment numbered 50: That the House 
recede from its d '..sagreement to the amend
ment .of the Senate numbered 50, and agree 
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t" the same wit h an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the m atter inserted by said amend
ment insert ": Provided further, That none 
·of the funds herein appropriated or made 
available for the functions assigned to the 
Agricultural Adjustment Agency pursuant 
to the Executiv·e Order Numbered 9069, of 
February 23, 1942, shall be used to pay the 
salaries or exp~nse1:> of any regional informa
tion employees or any State information em
ployees, but this shall not preclude the 
answering of inquiries or supplying of in
formation at the county level to individual 
farmers " ; and the Senate agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 51: That the House 
. recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 51, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend
ment insert "$300,0'JO,OOO, of which not to 
exceed $15,000,000 m.ay be used for acreage 
allot!llents and marketing quotas"; and the 
Senate agree to the same. · 

Amendment numbered 53: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 53, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the matter stricken out by said 
amendment insert ": Provided further, That 
the county agricultural conservation com
mitt ee in any county with the approval of 
the State committee may allot not to exceed 
5 par centum of its allocation for the agri
cultural conservation program to the Soil 
Conservation Service for services of its tech
nicians in formulating and carrying out ·the 
agricultural conservation program and the 
funds so allotted shall be utilized by the Soil 
Conservation Service for technical and other 
assistance in such county"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 55: Tha·t the House 
racede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 55, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by. said amend
ment insert "$83,500,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 
- The committee of conference report i??. dis
·agreement amendments numbered 22, 23, 
and 24. · 

RICHARD B: RUSSELL, 
CARL HAYDEN, 

JOSEPH c. O 'MAHONEY, 
PAT McCARRAN, 
ELM ER THOMAS, 

CLYDE M. REED, 

CHAN GURNEY' 
HOMER FERGUSON, 

Managers on the Part of the Senate. 
JAMIE L. WHITTEN I 
WILLIAM G. STIGLER, 

EDWARD H. KRUSE, Jr., 
CLARENCE CANNON, 

H. '"'ARL ANDERSEN, 
WALT HORAN, 

Managers on the Part of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration of 
the conference report? 
. There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, is 

this a unanimous report of the conferees? 
Mr. RUSSELL. It is. All members of 

the conference signed the report. 
Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, may we 

have an explanation? 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 

Senator Yield for a question? 
Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. The Senate adopted an 

appropriation item in the• amount of 

$50,000 for the control of the wheat saw
fly in various northwestern States. I am 
wondering what happen~d to it in con
ference with the House. 

Mr. RUSSELL. M.r. President, the 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YoUNGJ in committ ee offered the amend
ment. The $50,000 was not ·included in 
the budget estimate,, but the committee 
was sufficiently impressed with the 
statements made by the distinguished 
Senator to approve the amendment pro
viding an appropriation of $50,000. 

The Senate ·conferees insisted upon the 
full amount. Finally, we were compelled 
to yield $15,000 of the amount. The bill 
in its present form, carries $35,000 of the 
amount asked in the Senator's amend
ment, which was $50,000. It is not spe
cifically eannarked in the report, but it 
was the clear, definite, unequivocal un
derstanding on the part of the conferees 
that $35,000 of that item should be used 
for the wheat sawfly. 

Mr. YOUNG. Is it the opinion of the 
Senator from Georgia that this amount 
of money will definitely remain available 
for that purpose? 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is no doubt 
about it. It is just as definite as is any 
other item in the bill. 

Mr. YOUNG. I appreciate the fight 
which the Senator made to obtain · the 
full amount, but I realize that the con
ferees have to yield at times. This $35,-
000 together with a $6,000 carry-over and 
$30,000 of research and marketing funds 
will provide a fairly good program. 

Mr. RUSSELL. We were compelled to 
yield, as in the case of some other items. 
The Senator ·offered two other amend
ments to the bill, in the committee. One 
was with reference to the construction 
of two buildings at the experiment sta
tion at Mandan, N. Dak., involving $16,-
000. The House receded as to that item, 
and the money is provided for in the 
bill. 

The Senator likewise offered an 
amendment to increase the soil conserva
tion appropriation to $300,000,000. The 
House receded on that amendment, but 
.we were compelled to insert a proviso that 
at least $15,000,000 of the amount would 
be available for the expenses of the elec
tions in connection with the quotas for 
crops if they were imposed. I might say 
that I think the Senator came out re
markably well. 

Mr. YOUNG. I think the Senator 
from Georgia did a better job than I 
could have done in the matter if I had 
been a conferee. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND: In the brief time I 

have had to examine the report, I have 
not be able to find the item for the school
lunch program. Will the Senator state 
what came out of the conference with 
reference to that item? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The committee 
amendment added $12,500,000 to the 
$75,000,000 carried in the House bill. In 
the conference the Senate was compelled 
to surrender $4,000,000 of that amount . 
We therefore saved the amendment to 
the extent of $8,500,000. The total 
amount in the bill at the present time 
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for the school-lunch program for the 
ensuing fiscal year is $83,500,000. That 
is a larger amount than has ever here
tofore been appropriated. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator from 
Florida correctly understands the an
swer of the Senator from Georgia, it in
dicates that the appropriation is $8,500,-
000 larger. . 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator is cor
rect. 

Mr. HOLLAND. There is one more 
question which I should like to ask. 
Again, I have not been able to find 
the item. Will the Senator state to the 
Senate what was done with reference 
to the research program regarding the 
gladiolus industry, which, as the Sen
ator will remember, has been sustaining 
damage from a new disease. 

Mr. RUSSELL. The gladiolus item, 
for which the Senate allowed $25,000, was 
embraced within item No. 18 which the 
Senator will find on page 8, at the bot
tom of the page. In reaching an agree
ment on this item, for which the House 
appropriated $2,347,000 and the Senate 
appropriated $2,581,000, we finally agreed 
upon the sum of $2,464,000. 

In lieu of earmarking a given sum as 
a definite amount for gladiolus, the con
ference report directs the Department 
to give ·the subject appropriate study 
within the total amount appropriated, 
which is $2,464,-000. 

I may say to the Senator from Florida 
that I am confident considerable work 
will be done in the gladiolus field. It is 
a problem which should commend itself 
especially to the Department. It has 
been a great education to me to sit on 
the committee. I have been privileged 
to be on the committee for a number of 
years, and every year something new 
comes up. Until this disease attacked 
gladiolus plants I had no idea that this 
was a $100,000,000 industry, and that 
thousands of small farmers throughout 
the land depend upon the gladiolus for 
their livelihood, selling them sometimes 
at retail. 

I am very confident that the Depart
ment will give attention to the matter, 
because the committee earmarked it in 
specific language in the report. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
yield for one additional question, am I 
correct in my understanding that the 
gladiolus item is to be taken care of out 
of the total excess of the item, for which 
the bill now carries $2,464,000 as com
pared to the House appropriation of $2,-
347,000, or a total excess of $117,000? 
Am I correct in my understanding that 
it is to be taken care of out of that ex
cess? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It is my understand
ing that it is to be taken care of out of 
the $2,464,000 and that the Department 
is directed to give the problem appro
priate study. When we merged the ap
propriations we directed the Department 
to take appropriate action. The entire 
item covers all diseases of fruit, vege
table, and specialty crops. The amount 
is $2,464,000. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I de
sire to express my appreciation and 
thanks to the distinguished Senator from 

.Georgia and the other conferee.s for their 

effective efforts in the items which I 
have mentioned. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. RUSSELL. I yield. 
Mr. PEPPER. I want to add my own 

commendation of the committee for 
making provision for this research in 
respect to diseases affecting gladiolus. 
I appeared before the committee and 
submitted some data on the subject, 
showing how very adversely this indus
try, a large part of which is centered 
in Florida, is affected by diseases. · · 

Mr. RUSSELL. The Senator from 
Florida further made the point that it 
was affecting the Treasury of the United 
States, because the disease had so great 
an impact upon a constituent of the 
Senator that the Treasury had lost a 
large amount. 

Mr. PEPPER. The acute memory of 
the Senator from Georgia discloses it
self on the floor. That was one of the 
things I emphasized. Now that the com
mittee has called attention to it and has 
directed the Department of Agriculture 
to address its attention to the difficulty, 
I am sure it will be treated adequately 
by the Department. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I hope the Depart
ment will be able to find some means of 
dealing with the disease, because, while 
all the producers are not quite so large as 
the one which the Senator from Florida 
represents, yet many are affected. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Nevada. 

Mr. McCARRAN. I should like to ask 
the Senator what was done in confer
ence with reference to the meat inspec
tion item? 

Mr. RUSSELL. The House finally 
receded on that item and allowed the 
full amount of the budget estimate. 

Mr. McCARRAN. With regard to 
the Forest Service item, an item in con
nection with which the senior Senator 
from Nevada especially presented the 
matter of a public camp ground on Lake 
Tahoe, how was that taken care of? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, that is 
a matter which cannot be explained in ·a 
few words. The forestry item was the 
subject of perhaps longer discussion in 
the several meetings of the conferees 
than was any other item. As the Sena
tor will recall, the House appropriated 
$24,971,000. The Senate restored the 
full amount of the budget estimate and 
added $262,500 for dealing with various 
emergency matters within the recrea
tional areas, not only at Lake Tahoe, but 
in other national forests. Earmarked 
of that amount was, I believe, $82,500 
for Lake Tahoe, on the motion of the 
senior Senator from Nevada. 

After discussing the matter for hours 
in the conference, we agreed on a total 
of $26,300,000. That was slightly below 
the budget estimate and the Senate fig
ure. The House conferees would not 
concur in the use of the exact amount 
which was earmarked in the Senate re
port, but they did agree to direct the 
Department to carry on some work in 
every one of the areas mentioned spe;. 

cifically in the Senate report. In my 
judgment it will result, to make a rough 
estimate, in a reduction in the amount 
to be expended in the Lake Tahoe area 
from $82,000 to perhaps $50,000. That . 
amount is not earmarked in the report, 
but it was about the proportion the Sen
ate conferees had in mind in dealing with 
this matter, and we have directed the 
Department to do certain work in the 
Lal{e Tahoe area. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. LONG. One very minor but im
portant item to certain sections of my 
State was the pecan experiment station 
at Freeport, La. Will the Senator state 
whether that experiment station will be 
continued? 

Mr. RUSSELL. It is intended that the 
station Will be continued. 

Mr. LONG. We are also interested in 
items for additional tree nurseries for 
reforestation. 

Mr. RUSSEIL. I regret that there will 
be no new forest nurseries e.stablished, 
though there is a substantial increase in 
the funds for that purpose. 

Mr. LONG. My State was interested 
in simply using existing nurseries for 
investigation. 

Mr. RUSSELL. There is money in the 
bill for increased activity in the nurseries. 
I do not know what the capacity of the 
nurseries in the Senator's State is. 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the senior 
Senator from Florida. 

Mr. PEPPER. I notice that $83,500,-
000 was saved for the school-lunch pro
gram, which is $8,500,000 r-:iore than we 
have been able to get in the past. 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. 
Mr. PEPPER. May I ask the Senator 

if there was retained the provision which 
I believe was in both bills, that it is now 
to be an appropriation out of the Treas
ury, and nvt from the use of section 32 
funds? 

Mr. RUSSELL. There was no issue 
between the two Houses on that. All 
section 32 funds are available for ex
penditure. None of them are earmarked 
for the school-lunch program. The ap
propriation is to be a direct appropriation 
from the Treasury. 

Mr. PEPPER. I wish warmly to com
mend the able Senator from Georgia 
and his committee for what they have 
done in these two items. with respect to 
the school-lunch program. · To have got
ten in this bill an appropriation out of 
the general treasury fund rather than 
out of section 32 funds, and to have 
added $8,500,000 to the gross amount, is 
a very splendid achievement in the 
school-lunch program. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I thank the Senator. 
I deeply regret we could not gain the 
whole $12,500,000, but in view of all the 
circumstances, I think we were fortu
nate. 

Mr. PEPPER. If we make as much 
progress next year as we made this year, 
we will be moving along. 

Now I should like to ask the Senator 
a question as to rural electrification. 
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Mr. RUSSELL. There was no conflict 
between the House and the Senate on 
that. Both bills carried $500,000,000 for 
loans, and something above $6,000,000 for 
administrative expenses. So there was 
no issue between the two Houses on that 
item. 

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Connecticut. 

Mr. BALDWIN. On page 26 and suc
ceeding pages of the Senate bill, which 
I take it is the one which the Senator 
took to conference, and the one which 
was passed with amendments by the 
Senate, there were substantial appropri
ations for the Bure.au of Entomology and 
Plant Quarantine. I should like to ask 
the Senator whether, in connection with 
those appropriations, any consideration 
was given to the expenditure of funds for 
the eradication or the combating of the 
Dutch-elm disease. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Indeed, there is an 
item in the bill for the Dutch elm disease. 
It is in the nature of a research appro
priation. The field program which has 
been in effect in prior years will not be 
in effect in the coming fiscal year, but 
there is money in the bill for continuing 
research in an effort to find some means 
of dealing effectively with this disease 
other than by digging up the trees. 
That is the only way we know of at the 
present time to combat the disease. 

Mr. BALDWIN. In other words, there 
is no money in the bill for the destruction 
of the trees which are affected by the 
Dutch elm disease? 

Mr. RUSSELL. No, there are no 
funds in the bill for that purpose. 

Mr. BALDWIN. I regret that. I do 
not wish to appear to criticize the dis
tinguished Senator from Georgia--

Mr. RUSSELL. I should not object at 
all to the Senator criticizing me. I would 
have been glad to have carried on the 
fight for this item. I was tremendously 
impressed wit h the irreparable damage 
being done to the beauty of the Ameri
can landscape, and almost to the Amer
ican tradition, by having the elm trees 
practically eradicated by this disease. I 
have carried on a fight in the committee 
for years to get adequate funds for the 
purpose of investigating the disease. 
This year the House made no effort to 
raise the amount, and there was no ef
fort in the Senate committee, and I 
finally wearied of well-doing and did 
not make any fight for the eradication of 
the Dutch-elm disease in the field. I 
think it will be a great tragedy if the elm 
goes the way of the American chestnut. 
There is scarcely a chestnut tree alive in 
the country today. The blight has killed 
them from Maine to Tennessee, and it 
will be a great tragedy to have the elms, 
which have graced the campuses and the 
highways of the United States, elimi
nated by this disease. 

Mr. BALDWIN. I thank the Senator 
for h is efforts, and I join heartily in what 
he has said. I regret that there could 
not be an appropriation for actually 
dealing with this matter beyond an ap
propriation for study and investigation. 
In Connecticut we have found that one 

of the best ways of fighting the disease is, 
the moment a tree is infested, to cut the 
tree down and destroy the wood, because 
apparently, in the process of breeding, 
the .Dutch-elm disease must live in the 
bark or in the branches of a tree. }\1any 
of our cities and towns have put on quite 
comprehensive programs in that direc
tion, but help from the Federal Govern
ment is certainly sorely needed. 

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield? · 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Ohio. 

Mr. BRICKER. There is no limita
tion on the coordinated activity between 
the Department of Agriculture and the 
various research departments of the 
States .in the control of the Dutch-elm 
disease; is there? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Not on research. 
Mr. BRICKER. That will continue? 
Mr. RUSSELL. That will continue. 
Mr. BRICKER. Does the bill also en-

compass a much more dangerous disease 
found throughout the Middle West, the 
phelm necrosis, which is a virus disease, 
and not in any way connected with the 
Dutch-elm disease? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I cannot say I am 
completely familiar with that. Is it 
a fungus? 

Mr. BRICKER. It is a virus destroy
ing the great elm trees today far more 
than the Dutch elm disease. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I cannot answer the 
Senator specifically. 

Mr. BRICKER. I only know of the re
search which has been going on through 
the experiment stations of my State, and 
it has been proceeding in conjunction 
with the Department of Agriculture. 

Mr. RUSSELL. If that be the case, it 
will continue. 

Mr. BALDWIN. If I recollect cor
rectly, Mr. President, no doubt due to 
the efforts of the Senator from Georgia, 
the appropriations passed by the Senate 
exceeded those passed by the House? 

Mr. RUSSELL. That is correct. 
Mr. BALDWIN. And the Senator 

from Georgia, by his fine work on the 
conference committee, was able to get 
the House to recede and accept the Sen
ate's version of these particular appro
priations, as I view it, for which I wish 
to commend him. 

Mr. RUSSELL.· That is not altogether 
correct. We gained the greater part of 
the Senate increases, but we did not con
vince the House conferees as to the ne
cessity of appropriating all the Senate 
allowed. The House did recede on the 
insect and plant-disease-control item, 
but in the item relating to insect investi
gations, the total amount allowed is 
$3,502,300, which is considerably above 
the amount which was provided by the 
House. 

Mr. BALDWIN. In that amount there 
no doubt will be a substantial ·expendi
ture for dealing with the pests and dis
eases which affect the elm tree? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Oh, yes. There is an 
item of more than $500,000 for dealing 
with for est insects. Considerable re
search work will continue to be carried 
on respecting the Dutch-elm disease. 
But the field program, under which dead . 
trees were located, were dug up and de-

stroyed so as to prevent the spread of 
the disease, has been completely rele
gated to the States. The Federal Gov
ernment does not continue to take part 
in that program. The research and the 
laboratory program will continue. 

Mr. BALDWIN. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Georgia yield for one 
more inauiry? 

Mr. RUSSELL. I yield to the Senator 
from Florida: 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator -will re
call that the so-called Gillette subcom
mittee of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry, of which the junior Sen!. 
ator from ii'lorida happens to be a mem
ber, was interested in assuring a research 
program in the field of animal and vege
table fats and oils, because of the dis
tressed marketing situation in that par
ticular field. As I recall, the Senate 
added $180,000 to the appropriation for 
regional research laboratories for that 
purpose. I am not clear from the con
ference report as to whether that $180,-
000 was or was not retained, as it ap
pears that the original amount of the 
House appropriation became the final 
conference amount. Will the Senator 
state fer the record just what is the 
action of the conference committee in 
that regard? 

Mr. RUSSELL. Yes. The Senate in-
. creased the total appropriation by $200,-
000, $180,000 for research and $20,000 for 
trying to develop new markets and out
lets for animal and vegetable fats and 
oils. Incidentally, they are very de
pressed at the present time. We were 
able to secure a provision in the bill 
which will insure that the work will go 
on exactly as contemplated in the Sen
ate bill. We were compelled, however, 
to take the $200,000 away from the other 
funds already appropriated for research 
and marketing, whereas the Senate had 
increased the total amount. 

So far as the program to which the 
Senator from F1lorida refers is concerned, 
it will be carried out exactly as contem
plated by the Senate. It will be done, 
however, at the expense of other pro
grams of marketing and research. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I thank the Senator 
from Georgia. It seemed to all the 
members of the Gillette subcommittee 
that there was not a more necessitous 
field for research at this time in connec
tion with agriculture, than the one to 
which I have referred. 

Mr. RUSSELL. I agree with the Sen
ator. And the House finally agreed with 
us in that ::espect likewise. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point a letter I received from the 
Secretary of Agriculture, in which he 
expresses some concern to what was in
tended by the conference committee in 
dealing with the item of the bill relat
ing to the soil-conservation appropria
tion, which was offered by the junior 
Senator from North Dakota [Mr. 
YOUNG]. In the House bill there was an 
item of $30,150,774, which was provided 
for the administration of acreage allot
ments and marketing quotas for the fiscal 
year 1950. In the item of $300,000,000 
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for soil conservation, the conference re
port earmarks $15,000,000 for this pur
pose. The Secretary in his letter ex
presses concern that the $15,000,000 
might be considered a limitation on the 
size of the program, and that if next 
year quotas were necessary in several 
commodities it might not be possible to 
finance them out of the same $15,000,000. 

There was no intention on the part of 
the conference to limit the total appro
priation to $15;000,000. It was the clear 
intention of the conferees to permit as 
much as $15,000,000 of the $300,000,000 
soil-conservation appropriation to be ex
pended for the purpose of quotas if it 
was necessary to do so, to be effected by 
transfer from this appropriation to the 
item in the bill for acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas. We did not in
tend to increase it above the $30,000,000 
contained in the House bill, but the in
tention was that if after the Department 
liad expended $15,000,000 of the $30,-
000,000 item there were any other re
quirements of funds for the purpose of 
acreage allotments and marketing quo
tas, then the limitation of $15,000,000 
might be transferred from the soil-con
servation appropriation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the letter to which the Senator 
from Georgia referred, will be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The letter is as follows: 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, June 24, 1949. 
Hon. RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 

Chairman, Subcommittee on Agricultural 
Appropriations, 

United States Senate. 
DEAR SENATOR RUSSELL: My attention has 

just been called to amendment No. 51 pro
posed in the conference report (House Rept, 
No. 899) on the agricultural appropriation 
bill, fiscal year 1950. I am concerned re
garding the intent of the proposed amend
ment which might be interpreted to limit 
to $15,000,000 the program which the Depart
ment is developing for acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas in connection with 
1950 crops. 

As you know, the bill carries $30,150,774 
for acreage allotments and marketing quotas 
1n fiscal year 1950. As far as it is possible to 
foresee at this time, there is no reason to 
believe that a lesser amount will be re
quired in fiscal year 1951. This conclusion 
is based on the heavy carry-over of 1948 
crops and the anticipated large production 
in 1949 which it now appears will make 
quotas mandatory on the 1950 crops to be 
financed from the 1951 appropriation. With 
this outlook, we assume that it is not the 
intent of the conference committee to pre
clude the Department from carrying out the 
obligation which it has under existing law 
for the administration of acreage allotments 
and marketing quotas. This would be the 
result, however, if the $15,000,000 is to be 
considered as a limitation on the size of the 
program which the Department can formu
late. 

On the other hand, if it is the intent of the 
committee that $15,000,000 of the $300,000,-
000 is to be made available for acreage allot
ment and marl{eting quota work but to be 
supplemented by such additional amount as 
may be necessary, a clarification of the intent 
of the Congress is desirable. Inasmuch as 
we are now considering Department estimates 
for the fiscal year 1951 which must be sub
mitted, under the provisions of the Budget 
and Accounting Act, to the !Budget Bureau 

by September 15, It ls essential that we have 
e.n early clarification. 

I am send.ing a similar letter to Mr. 
WHITTEN. 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES F. BRANNAN, 

Secretary . . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate a message from the 
House of Representatives announcing its 
action on certain amendments of the 
Senate to House bill 3997, which was read 
as follows: 
IN THE Haus-.;: OF REPRESENTATIVES, u. s., 

June 24, 1949. 
Resolved, That the House agree to the con

ference report to the bill (H. R. 3997) en
titled "An Act making appropriations for the 
Department of Agriculture for the fiecal 
year ending June 30, 1950, and for other pur
poses"; 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 22 and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed by said amendment, insert "$802 -
000"; • 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 23 and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the sum 
proposed by said amendment insert 
"$3,5G2,300"; ' 

That the House recede from its disagree
ment; to the amendment of the Senate num
bered 24 and agree to the same with an 
amendment, as follows: In lieu of the mat
ter inserted by said amendment, insert ", of 
which $173,500 is for bee culture: Provided, 
That $450,000 shall be available for oriental 
fruitfiy, of which $25,000 may be transferred 
~o t.nd consolidated with the appropriations, 

insect and plant disease control" and 
"foreign plant quarantine", ·to either or in 
part; to each as may be deemed best for in
spection and/or control work on this pest· 
and $250,000 may be used for contracts with 
public or private agencies for research with
out regard to provisions of existing law, and 
the amounts o'.)ligated for contract research 
shall remain available until expended. 

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate concur in the amend
ments of the House to the amendments 
of the Senate numbered 22, 23, and 24. 

The motion was agreed to. . 
THE POST OFFICE DEPARTMENT 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I want 
to commend the President for his mes
sage in connection with the post offices of 
this country, and particularly for the last 
two paragraphs on page 2 of his message. 
These paragraphs are as follows: 

In order to strengthen further the man
agement of the Post Office Department, I have 
transmitted a reorganization plan to the 
Congress. This plan gives to the Postmaster 
General essential authority to organize and 
control his Department by transferring to 
him the functions of all subordinate officers 
and agencies of the Department. lt also 
provides for the establishment of the position 
of Deputy Postmaster General and an Advi
sory Board for the Post Office Department. 
These measures are essential to furnish the 
Postmaster General with much needed as
sistance and to make available to him the 
advice of outsfanding private citizens: 

I call the particular attention of the 
Senate to the next paragraph: 

Legislation is now before_ the Congress 
which would authorize the Postmaster Gen
eral to establish a research and develop-

Jl?.ent program. The ·investigations and 
studies under this program would be for the 
purpose of improving and introducing new 
equipment, methods, and procedures in the 
postal service in order that the business of 
the Post Office Department may be more 
efficiently and economically handled. 

Mr. President, I think it can be said 
without fear of successful contradiction 
that the reason thl Post Office Depart
ment has such enormous deficits year 
after year is due to the fact that the 
Postmaster General in reality has very 
little power, as I shall demonstrate later 
in ti:~ course of my remarks. 

B2fore I go into that subject I should 
like to state that one of the fine jobs done 
during the Eightieth Congress, although 
the Eightieth Congress and the Repub
licans received very little credit for it, 
was that the members of the Committee 
on Post Office and Civil Service last year, 
when they went out to speak in "different 
parts of the country, time and time again 
said that we objected to the Chaifman 
of the Republican Party or the Chairman 
of the National Democratic Party being 
appointed Postmaster General. We had 
witnessed the spectacle, I believe for 
nearly 30 years, of a politician, whether 
Republican or Democrat, who happened 
to help elect the President of the United 
States, being appointed Postmaster Gen
eral of th0 United States. The result was 
that he would usually appoint another 
politician, and those two politicians 
would get a third man really to operate 
the office. The situation became worse 
and worse, more and more desperate and 
the deficits became larger and larg~r as 
the years went by. So we introduced 
certain legislation. 

We wanted two things: First, we 
wanted a career man, a man who rose 
from the bottom, a man who knew all 
about the Post Office Department, from 
the lowest rung of the ladder up to the 
very top. For the first time in the history 
of the country the President of the 
United States appointed a man of that 
character when he appointed Jesse M. 
Donaldson Postmaster General. Mr. 
Donaldson had been a common, ordinary, 
everyday letter carrier. From letter 
carrier he had advanced by merit until 
finally he came to Washington and be
came First Assistant Postmaster General. 

When the La Follette-Monroney Act 
came along providing for experts to com
mittees at $10,000 a year, one of the very 
first things the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service did was to offer the big
gest staff job of all to Jesse M. Donald-

. son. We asked him to come with the 
?ommittee, to see whether or not, by hav
mg the benefit of his advice, we could do 
something to get rid of the deficit in the 
Post Office Department. Mr. Donaldson 
declined. Later we were all very happy 
unanimously to confirm the appointment 
of Jesse M. Donaldson to be Postmaster 
General. 

We are now engaged in trying to de
vise legislation to get rid of the deficit. 
That brings me to the second point, the 
second thing which the Eightieth Con
gress tried to do well under Republican 
control. At the present time a man in 
the city of Detroit, Mich., for example, 
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may have risen from the very bottom. 
He may have been in the Post Office De
partmeat for 30 or 35 yea:-:s. ' He may be 
the most efficient man in the entire city 

. of Detroit. Yet out of a clear sky the 
Post Office Department can name some 
ward heeler, a man who knows nothing 
about the Post Office Department, a man 
who has had no business dealings with 
it except that perhaps once in a while he 
might have bought a postage stamp. 
Such a man can be named postmaster, 
and there is nothing the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service of the Sen
ate can do about it. We can refuse to 
confirm the nomination, but if we do 
that, we find from experience that he is 
put in the office as acting postmaster, 
and he serves as acting postmaster 
month after month, and year after year. 

So we introduced legislation in the 
Eightieth Congress to provide that in 
the first-, second-, and third-class post 
offices the postmaster should be appoint-

. ed from the ranks. We provided that; 
he should be appointed from the ranks 
of the men who actually do the work 
and actually know about the conditions 
in the particular office. Unfortunately 
we were unable to have such legislation 
passed. Unfortunately we still have a 
situation in which, for example, even 
the veterans' preference is laughed at 
in the Post Office Department. 

It is a simple matter to keep a veteran 
from becoming a postmaster in any 
town. For example, in a town in Con
necticut there may be an acting post
master. Three persons take the exami
nation. The acting postmaster is pre
f erred by the Postmaster General. 
There is nothing in the law which says 
that after an examination is held, with
in a certain time a postmaster must be 
appointed. So we have a situation in 
which, if three persons take the exami
nation, one who may be a nonveteran, 
is acting postmaster, and the other two 
may be veterans. After the examina
tion is over, 6 months, a year, or a year 
and a half may go by. I know of an 
instance in Maryland of two veterans 
standing by for 2% years. The question 
was asked, "When are we going to find 
out who is to be named postmaster?" 
The result was that the two veterans 
finally became tired of waiting. They 
went into other businesses. One of 
them left the State. Finally only the 
acting pastmaster was left, and the act
ing postmaster at that time is today the 
postmaster of that town. 

Likewise, during the Eightieth Con
gress we tried very hard to enact legis
lation which would make the post office 
self-sustaining. I wonder if Members of 
the Senate know that today there are 
four magazines of such large circulation 
and great weight that to send them 
through the mails costs the taxpayers 
of the United States $9,000,000 in sub
sidies. In other words, the taxpayers 
pay $9,000',000 a year more to have those 
magazines sent to the people of the 
country than the publishers of the maga
zines actually pay in postage· to the 
United States Government. 
· I was interested at the time the dis

tinguished Postmaster General testified 

before the Senate committee. After he 
had testified the Postmaster General 
wrote me a letter, which I received this 
morning, in which he said: 

DEAR SENATOR LANGER: The enclosed state
ment before the House committee on the 
rate issue is a little more complete than the 
one before the Senate committee. I hope you 
can find the time to read it. 

I read it, Mr. President, and I thought 
it so interesting, so full of facts that I 
believe every Senator should know, that 
I concluded the best way to handle this 
testimony of the Postmaster General was 
to bring it to the floor of the Senate and 
go into it in detail. This testimony was 
given by the Postmaster General 4 or 5 
weeks ago. He said: 

In my previoun appearance before this com
mittee (the House committee) I made a 
general statement concerning the necessity 
for a readjustment of postal rates. I feel that 
it is important to point out briefly some of 
the facts previously related, and the urgent 
necessity for some action upon the part of 
Congress to eliminate the major portion of 
the huge deficit in the operation of the Postal 
Service. 

The Post Office Department is today faced 
with the largest deficit in all its history. 
This large deficit is brought about by and 
through things over which the Post Office 
Department has little or no control. 

That is why it is so important that the 
recommendatiOn in the message sent to 
Congress today by the President of the 
United States asking for the adoption of 
the report of the Commission on Organi
zation of the Executive Branch of the 
Government, so far as the Post Office is 
concerned, should be adopted as soon as 
we can possibly do so. The Postmaster 
General said: 

Long-deserved wage increases have been 
granted the postal personnel, beginning with 
July 1, 1945. 

Let me say in passing that those postal 
employees got no increase in salary from 
1925 to 1945. For 20 years, in spite of 
the increased cost of living those postal 
employees struggled along, doing the best 
kind of a job they possibly could on their 
salaries, which were becoming lower and 
lower every day because of the increased 
cost of living. 

Let me say further, Mr. President, that 
up until the Eightieth Congress the postal 
employees and the other Federal Gov
ernment employees did not even have a 
clecent retirement system. It is due to 
the Ei1ghtieth Congress and to the Re
publican Party that today a rural mail 
carrier or letter carrier knows, when he 
leaves his home in the morning, that if 
he is killed during the day, his wife and 
children will receive $1,500 a year. That 
is not as much as it should be, but at 
least they will have for their support 
$1,500 which they would not have had 
before the Eightieth Congress was able 
to make that provision for them. 

Mind you, Mr. President, when we suc
ceeded in obtaining the first increase in 
postal employees' salaries, a strange thing 
happened: We found that instead of in
creasing the pay of Federal Government 
employees, in many instances the amount 
of take-home pay they had was actually 
decreased. Up until that time, Federal 

employees were paid for overtime, and 
they worked 6 days a week. But less than 
2 weeks after we obtained the first in
crease in pay for them, the President of 
the United States by Executive order 
abolished overtime pay and created the 
5-day week. Income taxes were also in
creased. The result was that, as a mat
ter of fact, in a great many instances 
such employees had less money than they 
actually had before. 

Of course, Mr. Donaldson is correct 
when he says that the increase in salaries 
has added to the postal costs in this fis
cal year approximately $62t\OOO,OOO, 
which was not in the picture prior to 
July 1, 1945. However, I may add that 
a great deal of that money went back 
to the Government in the form of income 
taxes. 

I call further attention to the Post
master General's statement that-

Transportation costs in the current fiscal 
year are approximately $125.000,000 more than 
they were in the fiscal year 1945. The esti
mated deficit for the current fiscal year is 
about $550,000,000. 

In other words, the deficit is over half 
a billion dollars. As I proceed to read 
from the statement the Postmaster Gen
eral made before the House Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee, I shall make 
very clear why we have this enormous 
deficit. 

The Postmaster General further said: 
Over the years there have been many times 

in which the postal deficit was discussed and 
some questions raised concerning the elimi
nation of this deficit. Up to the close of the 
fiscal year 1945 there were only two or three 
occasions over the last 100 years in which 
the postal deficit was of such proportion to 
really agitate and urge increased postal rates. 
From 1852 to 1921 the postal deficits ranged 
from a few thousand dollars to a high of 
$17,000,000, and during that time there were 
10 surplus years. The deficit in any one year 
during that time was not of such preportion 
to be alarming or to justify increased postal 
rates. A deficit in the fiscal year 1921 was 
$157,000,000, but in the 9 years following it 
ranged from a low of $14,000,000 to a high 
of $98,000,000 in the fiscal year 1930. The 
deficit for the fiscal year 1931 was $146,000,-
000. The deficit for the fiscal year 1932 was 
$205,500,000, and this large deficit was of 
concern not only to the President and to the 
Postmaster General, but to the Congress. 

As was stated by Postmaster Donald
son, the estimated deficit for the current 
fiscal year is approximately $550,000,000. 
We can judge from the empty seats 
around us here in the Senate Chamber 
that not very many Members of the Sen
ate are concerned about that. 

I read further from the Postmaster 
General's statement: 

As a result of this d ' ficit the postage on 
letter mail was increased from 2 cents to 3 
cents, and therefore the letter mail was re
quired to bear the burden, and the costs of 
the Post Office Department were not equal
ized or spread by increasing rates on other 
classes of mail. 

So, Mr. President, after that time when 
a farmer wrote a letter he paid 3 cents, 
instead of two, for the stamp to go on it; 
but the large, rich corporations which 
publish the big magazines did not have 
the postal rates on their magazines in
creased a single penny. On the other 
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hand. the common people of the country, 
whether on the farms or in the cities, 
suddenly found that they had to pay 3 
cents, instead of two, for the postage on 
the letters they mailed. That change 
in postal rates also meant that if the 
business concerns, such as the large mail
order houses, had to pay more postage, 
the increased cost and expense was sim
ply added to the charges paid by those 
who bought the articles they sold. · 

I read further from the statement by 
the Postmaster General: 

From 1933 to 1942, inclusive, the deficits 
ranged from a low of $14,000,000 in the 
latter year to a high of $112,000,000 in the 
fiscal year 1933. Then followed 3 years, 
1943, 1944, and 1945, in which there were 
cash surpluses-these were war years. The 
deficit in 1946 was $129,000,000, and in 1947 
it was $205,000,000. The deficit for the fiscal 
year 1948-

During the year when I was chairman 
of the committee-
was more than $300,000,000 and, as stated, 
the deficit for the current fiscal year will 
be approximately $550,000,000. 

The deficit for the fiscal year 1948 was of 
sufficient size to warrant a recommendation 
for a readjustment of postal rates. This 
committee held hearings last year which re
sulted in a revision of the postal rates ef
fective January 1, 1949. 

We revised the postal rates a little, but 
the increase made was wholly and en
tirely unsatisfactory. We were able to 
have the matter brought up in the Sen
ate only on the last night of the session. 
The big corporations were still untouch
ed, just as they are today. 

I read further from the Postmaster 
General's statement: 

However, in adjusting these rates under 
Public Law 900, no increased rates on second
class mail were provided. 

In other words, Mr. President, we soak 
the common people and make them pay 
increased postal rates for sending a reg
istered letter or an air mail letter or an 
ordinary letter, but we leave the big fel
lows alone, the ones who publish the big 
magazines that have circulations in the 
millions, and who charge thousands and 
thousands of dollars for a single page 
of advertising. They were untouched. 
I could not succeed in having their postal 
rates increased last year or the year 
before; and unless we do something 
about the matter, we shall not be able to 
touch them this year. They are too 
powerful. They can print on the front 
pages of their magazines too many beau
tiful pictures showing their readers 
what a great man some Representative or 
some Senator is, and in the picture his 
cheeks can be tinted up a little, to make 
him look pretty, and in the magazine 
beautiful articles about the gentleman 
can be published. 

So, year after year, we have not been 
able to get these magazines to pay what 
they should have been paying long, long 
ago. 

I read further from the statement by 
the Postmaster General: 

There was provision in Public Law 900 
not only for increased postal rates on cer
tain classes of mail and fees on special serv
ices, but also for increased salaries to the 
postal personnel. 

The cost for the increased salaries was ap
proximately double the amount of revenue 
to be derived through the increased rates. 
This resulted in further increasing the postal 
deficit. 

That is one reason for my being so 
proud today to have the President of the 
United States send to the Senate this 
message. For the first time in a very 
long period we find the President doing 
everything he possibly can to make the 
Post Office Department self-sustaining. 
I agree with the Postmaster General that 
the question of what shall be done about 
reducing the deficit of $550,000,000 a year 
must be faced, and faced now. 

I quote further from the Postmaster 
General: 

It is my firm belief that the question of 
what shall be done about reducing this deficit 
must be faced now. 

No fair-minded individual should ask the 
Post Office I;>epartment to continue to oper
ate under such unsound financial conditions. 
I have repeatedly pointed out that our costs 
this year are more than *800,000,000 in excess 
of what they were in the 1i.scal year 1945. 
This increase in cost has not been due to any 
mismanagement. Had we not absorbed a 
large amount of these increased costs the 
deficit for the current fiscal year might well 
be in excess of $750,000,000. 

I have recommended increased rates on 
mail matter of the second, third, and fourth 
classes, and increased fees covering most of 
the special services. There has been con
siderable opposition to the increased rates 
and increased fees. This opposition comes 
from the users of these three classes of mail 
and special services involved. The opposi
tion is natural, as no one liltes to pay in
creased prices for the things they have to 
buy. I have no criticism to offer because the 
users of the mails are opposed to these in
creased rates and fees. I do desire, however, 
to criticize some of the methods of opposition 
and the reasons given for the opposition. · 

Mr. President, I believe that the people 
of the country are entitled to know what 
the attitude of the Postmaster General 
is. I believe the people of America are 
entitled to know that the publishers of 
magazines, with circulations running 
into the millions, are being paid $9,000,-
000 a year by the taxpayers to help them 
circulate their magazines, to help them 
pay the postal rates. Therefore, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may have in
cluded at this point in my remarks the 
remainder of the statement by the Post
master General who, in my judgment, is 
one of the best Postmasters General this 
country has ever seen, a Postmaster 
General who has been absolutely fair, a 
Postmaster General who has determined 
to make everyone pay his just share of 
the expense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

There being no objection, the re
mainder of the statement was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT BY POST.MASTER GENERAL JESSE M. 

DONALDSON BEFORE THE COMMITTEE ON POST 
OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE OF THE HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES, MAY 23, 1949 
I am disappointed in some of the opposi

tion where there has been a desire to criti
cize the Post Office Department, charging 
inefficiency, waste, and poor management, 
and a failure on the part of the Department 
to modernize and streamline the service. 
Such opposition can be construed as a di
rect reflection not only upon the officials of 

the Post Office Department, but also upon 
the half million loyal postal employees who 
handle the billions of pieces of mail for 
those who oppose increases in rates, most 
of which are handled at night while those 
who oppose these increases sleep. 

No one could be more desirous than I am 
to see that all waste and inefficiency is elimi
nated wherever it may be found, and we in 
the Department are constantly striving in 
that direction. As previously related to this 
committee, there is some waste and ineffi
ciency in any large business organization. 
There is no more in the Postal Service than 
can be found in nongovernmental business 
institutions of much less size in volume and 
scope than the Postal Service. 

I am inclined to ask: Where is the waste? 
What suggestions have been made for •stream
lining the Postal Service? What do they 
suggest we do to decrease the cost? What 
is the modernization they imply we shoUld 
adopt? What substitutions do they offer 
for the human eyes, hands, legs, and brain 
so necessary to perform the particular func
tions peculiar to the Postal Service? 

I have repeatedly stated that 95 percent 
. of the cost of the Postal Service is for sal

aries and transportation of the mails. I have 
no control over either. I have also stated 
that 85 percent of the manpower in the 
Postal Service is devoted to the collection, 
the distribution, the transportation, and the 
delivery of the mails. . 

Do those who oppose increased rates and 
fees desire that I reduce the cost of the 
service through reductions in the kind of 
service rendered? I can reduce costs by 
placing all rural service on a triweekly basis. 
I can reduce the costs by placing all city de
livery service on a one-trip basis in residen
tial sections and two trips in business dis
tricts. I can reduce costs by shortening the 
hours of all window service to the public. 
We can do many things to decrease costs by 
reducing or curtailing service to the public. 

I do not believe that we are rendering a 
superservice which could be subjected to 
any such curtailment. 1 am interested in 
improving the service to the public and 
not in the curtailment of the service. 

OUr accounting methods are as accurate 
as those of any business institution. They 
are more voluminous and detailed than we 
would like, but practically all such methods 
are required by law. 

I feel that it is not only my responsibility, 
but my duty, to report to the Congress on 
the fiscal condition of the Post Office De
partment, and in doing so make such rec
ommendations as I feel the existing condi
tions justify in the light of this large defi
cit. In presentin_g these recommendations 
I do so without any criticism of the Con
gress or of the users of these classes of mail 
which are largely responsible for the deficit. 
The greater the mail volume of low-revenue 
producing mail, the larger the deficit .. 

A deficit of over half a billion dollars ne
cessitates additional revenue, as there is no 
opportunity to reduce the cost of the service 
through reductions in salaries of the postal 
people or lessening the cost for transporting 
the mails. As a matter of fact, many bills 
are now pending before the Congress having 
to do with increased salaries for the postal 
personnel, and cases are pending before the 
Interstate Commerce Commission and the 
Civil Aeronautics Board for increased costs 
in the transportation field by both surface 
and air. 

It has not been possible for ma to read all 
the briefs that have been filed before this 
committee by those opposing increased 
rates and fees. Time has not permitted me 
to prepare detailed rebuttal to all the state
ments made in opposition to increased rates, 
even if I did desire to go into all the details. 
I think much of the testimony of the op
position has been irrelevant so far as the 
issue is concerned, but of course I recognize 
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the reasons given as perhaps being para
mount to those who oppose increased rates. 

SECOND-CLASS MAIL 

Second-class mail is responsible for over 
$200,000,000 of the deficit, and any fair per
son should realize that this class of mail 
should pay more postage in order that the 
burden of the Post Office Department may 
be distributed where it belongs. Subscrip
tion rates will advance accordingly, it is true, 
but in the end this will result in equaliza
tion and not placing the burden on users of 
the other classes of mail. All the other 
classes, except first-class mail, have already 
had rate increases. Publishers have strongly 
opposed any increases since 1934, and were 
successful in preventing inclusion of postage 
raises on newspapers and other periodicals 
when the Revenue Act of 1943 raised rates 
all along the line. 

Early in the last session of the Eightieth 
Congress many hearings on the reYision of 
postage rates and fees to reduce the mount
ing postal deficit were held, and the pub
lishers as a group were successful in opposing 
any increased rates on second-class matter. 
At that time it was proposed to raise only 
about $10,000,000 a year from this .class of 
mail, and notwithstanding the fact that 
rates on third- and fourth-class matter, air 
mail, and all the special services were in
creased, effective January l, 1949, no action 
was taken with reference to increasing the 
rates on second-class matter. Had the pub
lishers shown a more cooperative and reason
able attitude and agreed · to the moderate 
increase proposed they would not now be 
confronted with the need for a mucn greater 
increase at one step-up as a result of the 
great advance in the cost of operating the 
postal service due to causes beyond the con
trol of the Department. 

·on July 8, 1942, the chairman of the Com
mitt ee on Ways and Means in the House 
wrote to the Postmaster General, expressing 
concern about the postal deficit, and made 
particular reference to the postal rates sit
uation. Among other thi,ngs, he stated: 

"This committee recognizes the magnitude 
and importance of the subject, but it also 
appreciates the fact that the question of 
bringing rates of postage in the second and 
third class of mail matters more closely in 
line with the cost of handling such mail has 
been the subject of considerable discussion 
for the past 30 or 35 years. Certainly you 
realize that it is not good business practice 
to permit these deficits to continue without 
some remedial action. In spite of past dis
cussions, nothing has ever been done." 

Each and every time that officials of the 
Post Office Department appear before the 
Appropriation Committees in the Congress 
the question of the postal deficit is discussed, 
and it has a great bearing upon arriving at a 
satisfactory conclusion concerning the 
amount of money to be appropriated for the 
conduct of the postal service. 

In the report submitted by the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Appropriations for 
the Treasury and Post Office Department 
appropriation bill for 1950, comment was 
made concerning the proposed increase in 
postal rates, and I quote from page 12 of that 
report: 

"On February 21, 1949, the Postmaster 
General submitted to the House of Repre
sentatives detailed suggestions for additional 
increases in certain postal rates and services 
which have been incorporated in the provi
sions of H. R. 2945. This committee is most 
anxious that favorable action be taken by 
Congress on this subject, as it feels that the 
rates should be so adjusted that the postal 
service, especially for commercial users, will 
be conducted on a more nearly self-sustain
ing basis. It is estimated by the Postmaster 
General that approximately $250,000,000 of 
additional revenue per annum shall result 
from the enactment of the recommendations 

carried in the above-mentioned bill. This 
would result in a reduction of the postal 
deficit for 1950 from approximately $403,000,-
000 to $153,000,000 which is approximately 
the amount required to cover the cost of 
official penalty mail, franked mail, air-line 
subsidies and other costs not properly 
chargeable to the users of the postal service." 

Second-class mail revenues pay less than 
20 percent of the cost incurred by the postal 
service in handling this class of mail. The 
publishers still feel that the postal service 
should continue to handle this class of mail 
under the old act of March 3, 1879. Eco
nomic and social conditions prevailing dur
ing the early period, which provided a meas
ure of justification for the establishment of 
low preferential rates to bring about greater 
dissemination of information of a public 
character, and other printed matter devoted 
to the public good, have, for the most part, 
been met, and the subsidies then provided 
are therefore no longer necessary to accom
plish the ends sought. 

The postal service performs a regular 
business service, to some extent competitive 
with other transportation media, for the 
publishing industry. This industry, now in 
the billion-dollar class, is well organized and 
no longer in the infant stage. It is in large 
measure a commercial undertaking con
ducted with profit motive. It functions as 
a private undertaking, and is no more a 
public benefactor than the grocer, the mer
chant, the hotel, or restaurant operator, the 
druggist, or any legitimate private business
man that renders an essential public service. 
These do not receive a Government pref
erence. 

The publishing industry pays market 
prices for all other items entering into its 
product-labor, paper, ink, private truck and 
freight services, miscellaneous materials and 
services-and seeks a return on its capital 
investment. It would appear only logical, 
therefore, that this industry should pay the 
Post Office Department substantially the 
cost of the service it performs with regard to 
the limited amounts of the total product 
presented for handling. 

The trend, in the case of many publica
tions, away from the serious reading content 
found in earlier publications to much mat
ter designed to amuse or entertain, and par
ticularly the present inclusion in many pub
lications of a large volume of advertising 
matter, ranging to upward of 70 percent in 
some as compared with but very little pre
sented for handling in the early days, calls 
for rates which return to the postal service 
substantially the cost of handling. I cannot 
believe that these additional burdens placed 
upon the postal service conform with the 
type of content which Congress apparently 
had in mind in the fourth condition of the 
act of 1879. 

I previously stated that most business 
people, and that includes publishers, have 
consistently been opposed to governmental 
subsidies. It is therefore of particular in
terest to note the opposed increased rates 
which propose to take away from them a 
part of the generous subsidies that they 
have enjoyed for more than 100 years. Such 
subsidies are only justified in special situa
tions when the need for a product or a spe
cial service is great, or when proper devel
opment or production cannot be achieved by 
private means. Second-class mail as a whole 
does not now qualify under these tests. 

Such subsidies should be terminated after 
their purpose has been served; otherwise 
there is favoritism to certain groups at the 
expense of others. The organized publish
ing industry has long sought to retain the 
present subsidies, but it would be in far bet
ter position to exercise freedom of speech, 
to which it is entitled, if the subsidies now 
accorded it were terminated. 

Much has been said in the past of the 
high place of the postal service in our eco-

nomic and social life, and the valuable serv
ice which it performs. Regardless of these 
statements an increase in rates such as is 
proposed is a practical present-day necessity. 
It would serve to place this service on a 
better business basis and spread the cost of 
operating the service among the various 
classes of mail so that each class could bear 
its proportionate share of the cost. It would 
help to further improve this service for the 
public, and at the same time would not in
terfere with the freedom of any legitimate 
publication to conduct its business as it 
chooses·. 

What the publishers know-but what most 
folks don't know-is that the present sec
ond-class rates are a survival of one of the 
early congressional acts made under condi
tions that have long since ceased to exist. 
Very few people outside of the publishing 
business know of the free mailing privileges 
within the county of publication. Few peo
ple realize that most publications can be 
mailed for a year to any address from coast 
to coast for less than the subscribers pay 
at home where the publishers make their 
own delivery. Those who do know this fre
quently ask: Is it so essential to the dissemi
nation of news that publications be carried 
far and wide at taxpayers' expense? Should 
the taxpayers who make up this large deficit 
be required to do so whether or not they are 
readers of these publications? Suppose the 
readers do have to pay more for the publica
tions-suppose advertisers do have to pay 
higher space rates-suppose the advertisers 
do pass the higher advertising cost on to the 
consumer? Would that be bad? 

Each and every time there is any recom
mendation submitted for increasing rates on 
second-class mail matter, publishers repeat
edly charge that the Post Office Department 
is old fashioned in its methods and that its 
cost ascertainment is inadequate. It is al
leged that the cost ascertainment figures are 
unreliable, and that we allocate expenditures 
improperly, especially as it applies to rural 
and star route and delivery at third- and 
fourth-class post offices. They also charge 
that we fail to give credit for services per
formed by the publishers in routing, sacking, 
and in transporting the publications to 
trains. · 

The portion of the total cost of the rural 
delivery service for 1948 allocated to second
class mail is $44,426,000. The total cost for 
this service was $132,159,000. The expendi
tures for rural-delivery service allocated to 
second-class matter are based on the volume 
of such mail handled and the cost of the 
service actually performed. · 

The publishers emphasize the needs of 
the farmer and 9ther rural people for daily 
newspapers, and are not content with the 
delivery available by mail, but in any cases 
set up their own carrier service. I am sure 
that publications make their profit largely 
from advertising and to get it must cover the 
area to which their advertisers look for trade. 
Around 30,000,000 people, or more than one
fifth of the entire population of the country, 
are served by rural routes, and they are large 
purchasers of all kinds of merchandise, 
equipment, and other articles. The argu
ment that the rural-delivery service should 
be regarded as a subsidy to the farmer is un
sound and inconsistent. It disregards the 
fact that the business of supplying the needs 
of the rural population constitutes a very 
large portion of the total for the whole 
Nation, amount to billions of dollars. 

Obviously without the service rendered by 
the thousands of small post offices and rural 
and star routes the vast market made avail
able to the manufacturers, dealers, and 
others through the media of these postal fa
cilities would not exist, and what has become 
a billion-dollar trade would slow down to 
a mere trickle. It would be just as logical to 
say that the cost of carrying the mails from 
the point of origin to the small offices and 
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routes shotild not be charged against such 
mail as to contend that the cost of delivery 
thereof at such offiees and on these routes is 
not a proper charge, but constitutes a serv
ice accorded ~n a subsidized basis as a matter 
of pollcy in the interest of the general public. 
In other words, why subsidize only part of 
the way? . • 

The foregoing comment also answers the 
-claims of publishers and users of third- and 
'fourth-class mail, as wen as the special serv
ices, that the salaries and other costs of 
maintaining the small third- and fourth
class post offices should not be charged 
e.gainst second-, third-, and fourth-class mail 
and the special services, but should be treated 
<tts a subsidized service to the rural popula
tion. 

The · fact is that the postal service is set 
up and operates to handle all classes of mail 
1W.d services rendered. Since postal services 
other than first class and domestic air mail 
produce abnut 48 percent of the revenue, 
and <:onstitute 94 percent of the weight, and 
44 percent of the pieces of all mail, the fal
U:.cy of considering these services as "fill in .. 
or "byproduct" services is apparent. 

With respect to the argument that the 
cost ascertainment fails to credit publishers 
for services they perform in Touting, sack
ing, and transporting their publications to 
other points, etc., this is plausible on its 
i'aee, but is without merit. The handling 
and delivery of second-class matter on rural 
routes is burdensome and time consuming. 

-The volume is great--m many cases the 
only matter deposited in a rural bm: by the 
carrier is mail of the second, thir~ and fourtli 
classes-and the allocated expense is that 
-aetually entailed in perfm:ming the job of 
delivering pieces of each particular class ot 
mall. -The law granting the second-class 
mailing privilege specifically requires pub-
1iEhers to pTepaTe their mailings in such 
manner as ~ay be directed by the Post
master General in order to offset the cost 
of handling the matter. This is not a new 
requirement, but has been in effect for more 
than 50 years. The weighlng of copies of 
publications at publishers' plants and the 
tranq>ortation of the copies by the publishers 
to other post offices, etc., ls a procedure fol
lowed at the request of tlie publishers to 
assure early delivery and often for competi
tive reasons. The only saving to the post 
office is that of transportation, which is only 
a fraction of the over-all cost of effecting 
delivery of the individual pieces. The re
quirement that publishers sort and sack 
their publlcations by post offices and routes 
is one of the conditions incident to the pub
lications enjoying second-class malling priv
ileges. If the publishers .did not perform 
this service, they would be required to pay 
bigher rates. 

In criticizing the cost-ascertainment allo
eation of expense to the several classes of 
mail and special services, reference was made 
to the statement in the Hoover Commission 
Task Force Report on the Post Office: "At 
the present time the llipartment is not in 
a p::tsition to recommend to the Congress a 
full and proper charge for any of its serv
ices because it is not equipped to prove what 
reasonable costs these services should be.'• 
However, the critics ignoTe the further state
ment of the task force that "in the mean
time, however, necessary revision of rates 
should not be postponed." Furthermore. 
they give no consideration to the statement 
of the task force: "The cost ascertainment 
has been in operation over 20 years and 
has b~en refined and improved many times, 
and has received the approval of several well
quallfled and independent examiners." 

The objections of individual publishers, as 
well as the representatives of the various 
publishing groups, to increasing the postage 
rates on newspapers, magazines, and other 
periodicals follow the same pattern Which 
indicates a joining of forces and collaboration 

to conduct an all-out, determined campaign 
to prevent any increase. 

It is claimed the proposed rates are too 
high; that the additional postage required 
will exceed the profits of the publishers; that 
the increase cannot be passed on to sub
scribers or advertisers and would drive publl
cations out of the malls, and in many cases 
ruin the publishers and put them out of busi
ness entirely. This argument is specious 
and ignores the fact that publishers have 
1nereased subscriptions and advertising rates 
to meet higher costs for all other items inci
dent to the publishing business. It would 
appear some way can be worked out to meet 
the additional postage expense by spreading 
the increase among subscribers and adver
tisers; also by curtailing expenditures and 
adopting more efficient and economical meth
ods in carrying on their business, as the 
publishers so insistently demand of the Post 
Office Department. It ·1 known and gen
erally admitted by publishers that they do 
not net a substantial return from subscrip
tions, but pay the major portion of the sub
scription price to agencies or otherwise use 
it to cover the cost of obtaining subscrip
tions. 

Notwithstanding these facts, many pub
lishers are currently soliciting long-term 
subscriptions at special prices in ordeT, as is 
understood, to maintain the circulation 
which they guarantee to advertisers under 
an agreement to refund a portion of the pay
ment for advertising space in the event the 
guaranteed circulation is not maintained. 

Practically every witness opposing increases 
1n the second-class postage rates has alleged 
that this is no time to raise such rates; that 
business generally is experiencing a decline 
and that advertising is fall1ng off. As to the 
latter, it can be pointed out that the per
centage of advertising appearing in most 
publications as reported in recent issues of 
various business periodicals devoted to the 
publishing industry has not decreased to any 
considerable extent as compared with the 
peak of a year or two ago. As a matter of 
fact, recent issues of some periodicals have 
carried a greater percentage of advertising 
than they did a year ago. 

The fact that the recommended increases 
for this class of matter when expressed 
percentagewise range from 200 to 600 percent 
or more is mentioned by most publishers. 
This sounds big, but when figured on the 
basis of postage per copy or increase per 
subscriber ._Jer year, the increase is not so 
great as to be impracticable to meet. It 
would amount from only a fraction of a cent 
to 2 cents per copy, OT from less than 25 cents 
to not more than $1 on an annual subscrip
tion basis, the average being around 50 cents, 
except for dailies, for which the additional 
postage would be greater because of their 
many issues-up to 365 a year. 

In view of all the facts and circumstances, 
the proposed rates are neither fantastic nor 
unreasonable when considered from the 
angle that even after the second raise the 
revenue from seeond-class mail would still 
fall short by over $100,000,00U annually of 
covering the cost of handling this mail. 

Publishers say that the elimination of 
all second-class mail would not reduce the 
over-all expense of operating postal service 
in like proportion-some claiming the sav
ing would not even equal the loss of revenue. 
On this the question has been asked by many 
at the hearings, in letters from Members 
of Congress, and in the ·press: "How much 
would the postal deficit be if there was no 
'Second-class mail?" 

This question has been carefully studied 
by the Director of Cost Ascertainment, and it 
is his opinion that the withdrawal of second
class matter from the malls would effect an
nual savings of more than $95,000,000, not 
including the substantial savings in the 
rural, star route, and other services. The 
amount is considerably in excess of the 

postage (approximately $41,000,00U) derived 
from such mail. 

Great emphasis has been placed by pub
lishers, as well as by other mail users, on 
the consequential results from the proposed 
rate increases, such as unemployment in the 
publishing industry and many others de
pendent on it; decreased need foT paper, with 
like results in that field; reduced demand for 
commodities, services, etc., following with
drawal of advertising, etc. This view is 
believed to be much exaggerated. As some 
witnesses have admitted, ways would be 
found to meet the higher postal ch arges 
without the dire results predicted. Empha
sis has also heen laid on the educational value 

f newspapers and other publications, and 
their importance as a means of disseminat
ing public information, promoting trade and 
industry, or increasing knowledge of litera
ture, the sciences and arts. It is claimed 
higher postage rates on second-class matter 
would hamper the production and cut doWn 
circulation of publications, and so defeat the 
intent of the original law granting low 
rates and special privileges to this class of 
mail. Here again is exaggeration, 1lnd such 
fears m y be discounted. 

Publishers stress value of newspapers as 
disseminators of public information, unify:. 
Ing people of the Nation, educational char
acter, promoters of trade and industry. All 
this is granted, but does not warrant con
tinuance of nominal rate of postage in light 
of the great Increase in cost of operating the 
postal service at such a tremendous deficit 
for which second-class matter is so largely 
responsible. 

Many objections have been made to the 
definition of' the term "advertising" as usual 
in the pending bill, particularly the pro
posed classification of so-called readers OT 
write-ups as advertising. Publishers al~ 
lege all kinds of dire results, censor ship, in
terference with the freedom of the press, 
confusion, and a tremendous increase in per
sonnel to determine what is advertising, etc. 
As a matter of fact, the provision in ques~ 
tion is now embodied in paragraph 8 (a), 
section 541, Postal Laws and Regulations, 
except the last portion which relates to "mer
chandise write-ups" giving name of manu
facturer, dealeT or the source of supply. 
together with prices, in connection with 
which the publisher fmnishes infoTmation 
obviously designed to enable the reader to 
obtain the items featured. The examples o~ 
the possible application of the provi'3ion 
given by publishers are absurd. 

A number of witnesses have stated that 
they have no objection to it but only to the 
addition of the provision regarding "mer
chandise write-ups." Because of the con
stantly spreading practice of carrying such 
matter, which actually constitutes a most 
effective method of promoting the sale of 
merchandise, and the fact that some publica..: 
tions feature such matter to such extent in 
such manner as to -simulate a catalog, it is 
felt that legislation on the subject is neces- · 
sary. In its report on the survey of the Los 
Angeles post office the representatives of the 
General Accounting Office criticized the De
partment's liberal ruling on this type of 
matter. 

There has been a Nation-wide campaign to 
prevent any increased rates on second-class 
mail. Some publishers have requested their 
subscribers to write to Members of Congress 
1n an effort to influence them and prevent 
rate increase. I desire to call the com
mittee's attention to a one-fourth page ad
vertisement in a certain daily newspaper 
which is headed "Attention rural mail sub
scribers." This heading is followed by a 
statement which I quote in part: 

"Pending legislation to raise second-class 
postal rates an estimated 300 percent will 
affect you. You now get the Evening MirrOt" 
for only $6.50 a year by mail. However, if the 
Post otfice Department increases its rates. 
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newspapers must increase their rates ac
cordingly. That can make the paper cost 
you as much as $20 a year. City subscribers 
and those who get the paper from agents 
would continue to get the paper at present 
rates, but our rural subscribers would be 
forced to absorb the huge rate increase. You 
can help us and help yourself. Write your 
Congressman to oppose the increased rates 
for newspapers." 

This is an attempt to defeat any increase 
in rates regardless of facts, and a make
believe that the total cost for increased post
age would be passed on to rural subscribers. 

The campaign has included requests that 
all kinds of civic organizations write Mem
bers of Congress protesting increased rates. 
This is an unethical campaign and a desire 
on the part of those who instigated such a 
campaign to keep on enjoying a generous 
subsidy at the expense of the taxpayers. 

Not all little newspapers oppose this in
crease. Many feel that there should be a 

· sizable increase in postage rates for this 
class of mail. I quote from one country 
newspaper on this subject: 

"The shedding of tears for 'the country 
press is brought about mostly by the fact 
that the increase will hit large newspapers 
and magazines and give them considerable 
of a jolt at that. Considerable space is 
taken up . with the assertion that country 
weeklies will be forced to go out of business 
if the new rates are put into effect. The 
cost of getting the press to our hundreds 
of readers is such a small percentage of the 
cost of doing business that w.e are not going 
to tear the house down if the rates are raised. 
Any country newspaper that would be forced 
out of business by the addition of $1.5 or $20 
to their quarterly mailing bill has little ex
cuse for being in business in these times. 
In the matter of postal increases, let us ad
monish the large publishers 'Speak for your
selves, John.' " 

I quote from another daily newspaper 
which is in the class referred to as small 
publications: 

"The Postmaster General proposes to in
crease second-class postal rates $125,000,000 
a year. Such mail showed a deficit last year 
of $163,000,000. Newspapers and magazines 
are mailed under the second-class privilege, 
and Mr. Donaldson can expect a barrage . of 
rebuke from the metropolitan newspapers 
and magazines. Incidentally, he will get 
none from us. Just why should this class 
of mail enjoy a rate that costs the taxpayers 
a deficit of $163,000,000 a year? Publishers 
pay a fair price for their paper, equipment, 
and labor, and there is no reason why they 
should sap the t axpayers for a subsidy. Sub
scription rates will advance accordingly, it is 
true; but in the end it will be equalized and 
the burden of the Post Office Department will 
be distributed where it belongs. This small 
newspaper will be paying more, of course. 
But if our mail can't be handled profitably 
at the current price, then it should pay more. 
Government should be operated on a business 
basis. Donaldson has the common sense to 
say so, no matter where the burden falls ." 

From another publisher of a small daily 
newspaper I quote from a copy of one edition 
of his publication: 

"Newspapers are now being urged to pro
test the :proposed increase in the postal-rate 
structure. As one of the recommendations 
of the Hoover Commission task force, a sug
gestfon was made that the Postal Department 
be placed on a more businesslike basis, and 
eventually to become self-supporting. Early 
this week this newspaper received a bulletin 
from the legislative committee of the Na
tional Press Association, headquartered at 
the National Capital, prayerfully urging that 
its publisher get in touch with its Senator 
explaining what it (the increase in postal 
rates) will cost your publication. The atti
tude is typical, the expression of condemna
tion of pressure organizations who resent 

interference with their privileges and paeans 
of praise of men like the former President 
Herbert Hoover, for the giving of his time 
and energy to realize long-needed economies 
in Government. They must surely realize 
that they are thereby becoming parties to 
making ineffective suggestions from one 
whom they applaud for trying to bring 
about stability and solvency in our Federal 
Government. The proposed increase is ad
mittedly pretty drastic, yet in the end it 
might well prove a boon to the better-type 
newspapers and magazines whose publishers 
are now sounding such nervous alarms. 
Within the last month or so the press pub
lishers received a score of cut-rate proposals 
from many of the nationally circulated mag
azines and weekly review publications. Evi
dently their business managers are not too 
fearful of the prospect of additional postal 
rates as they bear upon increased poundage." 

The Post Office Department realizes the 
great amount of pressure coming from all 
quarters in an effort to prevent any increase 
of postal rates on second-class matter. It 
must be realized that even though the rates 
recommended are quite a step-up, there 
would still be a hundred-million-dollar 
subsidy on second-class mail even if the 
rates recommended by me were put into 
effect. The question of continuing this 
large subsidy is a policy to be fixed by the 
Congress, and if after completion of all of 
the hearings some policy is established by 
this committee which would provide for less 
increase in rates than recommended by me, 
I will be most happy to work with this com
mittee in amending the proposed legislation 
to meet the policy established by the com
mittee. 

POSTAL AND POST CARDS 

Government postal cards were authorized 
by Congress in 1872 at 1 cent each, at which 
time the deficit in the postal service was 
only $4,749,000. The private-mailing post 
cards were authorized by Congress in 1898 at 
1 cent each, at a time when the deficit was 
only $9,000,000. 

The Government Printing Office prints the 
postal cards and the cost per thousand in 
1942 was 42 cents. The cost is now 70 cents 
per thousand. 

The rate on postal and post. cards was in
creased to 2 cents by the War Revenue Act 
of 1917, at a time when there was a surplus 
in the operation of the postal service of 
nearly $10,000,000. The 1-cent rate was re
stored by the act of February 24, 1919, at a 
time w.hen there was a surplus in the opera
tion of the postal service of more than 
$73,000,000. The rate on private-mailing 
cards only was increased by the act of Febru
ary 28, 1925, effective April 15 of that year, 
at a time when the deficit in .the postal serv
ice was nearly $40,000,000. The rate on the 
private-mailing cards was restored to 1 cent 
by the act of May 29, 1928, at a time when 
the deficit for the postal service was 
$32,000,000. 

The increase in rates as mentioned was not 
brought about by any alarming deficit and 
there was good reason for restoring the rate 
to 1 cent. The situation is different now, 
and there was a loss of $57,000,000 on t:b.ese 
postal and post cards in the fiscal year 1948. 
The revenue is 1 cent 'on each, and the aver
age cost is 2.59 cents each. Of the total 
number handled last year-3,601,000,000-
over 90 percent were used by utility and other 
business concerns, a large proportion for 
advertising purposes. 

There is no sound reason for continuing 
the 1-cent rate for postal and post cards. 
The same rate should apply to both postal 
and post cards and no hardship will be 
worked upon the few people who use the 
cards for social correspondence. 

THIRD-CLASS MAIL 

The number of pieces of third-class mat
ter handled in the fiscal year 1948 was 

8,188,000,000, and the average weight per 
piece was 1.08 ounces; while the average 
revenue was 1.37 cents per piece, and the 
average cost on the basis of increased sal
aries under Public Law 900 is 2.81 cents per 
piece. Of the ·total pieces handled, 4,826,-
000,000 were mailed in bulk at the minimum 
rate of 1 cent each, and a little more than 
1,000,000,000 pieces were mailed at the bulk 
rates of 12 cents, or 8 cents a pound, making 
a total of 5,855,000,000 pieces handled at the 
bulk rates. 

Third-class mail consists mainly of adver
tising matter, and the excess of the expendi
tures over the revenues for such mail, on the 
basis of both the higher salaries and the 
increased postage rates provided by Public 
Law 900, applied to the volume of third-class 
matter handled in 1948, amounts to $101,-
000,000. This large discrepancy between the 
revenues and expenditures, even after in
cluding the additional postage at the rates 
effective January 1, 1949, calls for further 
readjustment of the rates on this class of 
mail. 

Those who are opposed to these increased 
rates allege that the cost of handling bulk 
third-class matter is less than 1 cent per 
piece, which statement, of course, is not true. 
The statement that this class of mail gen
erates more first-class mail is true, but there 
is no longer a profit on first-class mail, and 
therefore no point in generating additional 
volume on a class of mail which no longer 
produces revenue in excess of expenditures. 
It is now costing approximately 2.95 cents 
for first-class mail bearing 3-cent postage, 
and if there are additional costs for the 
transportation of mail by surface and by air 
there will be no profit at all in handling 
first-class mail. Claims made regarding 
savings on bulk mailings because of sorting 
and tying into directs to post offices and 
States by mailers are greatly exaggerated. 
Post offices are equipped and have trained 
personnel to do this work most economical
ly. The claim made by those opposing in
creases that savings are effected by prepar
ing this class of mail by the mailer, to save 
distribution in the post office, is nullified 
by their next statement to the effect that 
third-class mail is a "fill in," worked in 
slack periods and given deferred delivery. 
No matter when the mail is worked or de
livered, the same effort and time and cost 
are required. Furthermore, a large portion 
of third-class matter has a time value, such 
as market prices and reports, announce
ments of sales, meetings, etc., on particular 
dates, which may not be delayed, and often 
results in preferred treatment. 

Statements have also been made to the 
effect that the higher rates would bring 
about a large decrease in the volume of this 
class of mail, and some of the opponents have 
indicated that the decrease might be as much 
as 75 percent. Such opponents suggest that 
the Post Office Department go after more 
business, promote greater use of its services, 
and advertise itself out of its deficit by creat
ing profitable or pptentially profit-making 
use of its more than 50 postal services. This 
statement is made without apparent knowl
edge of the fact that the Post Office Depart
ment does not have sufficient quarters, space, 
equipment, and facilities to handle the grea·t 
volume of this low-revenue-producing mail, 
and that the costs of its operations are so 
high that any additional volume of business 
in the low-revenue-producing classes would 
merely increase the deficit. 

FOURTH-CLASS MAIL 

I have previously stated that the law con
templates that this class of mail might pay 
its way. That was the intent of Congress 
when it established parcel post in 1913. The 
rates recommended by me are such as to 
produce sufficient revenue to meet the cost 
of handling this class of mail. 

As you know, there is a case pending be
fore the Interstate Commerce Commission in 



8316 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE JUNE 24 
which the railroads have asked for an 80-per
cent increase in transportation costs. The 
Interstate Commerce Commission has au
thorized a 25-percent interim increase pend
ing final determination of the case. If this 
final determination results 1n further in
creas.ed transportation costs, which will be 
retroactive, then the rates recommended 
in this proposed legislation will not be suf
ficient to produce revenue equal to the cost 
of handling parcel post. 

SPECIAL SERVICES 
The Hoover Commission, as well as the 

task force employed by that Commission to 
investigate the Post Office Depart ment, rec
ommended that all special services, which 
are adjuncts to the postal service, should 
pay their way. In other words, the fees to 
be charged for these special services should 
be sufficient to pay the cost of handling. I 
am, and I always _have been, thoroughly in 
accord with that recommendation, and the 
rates recommended by me were such as to 
accomplish it. 

As previously stated, I feel that it is my 
duty to report to the Congress on the finan
cial conditions of the postal service. This 
I have tried to do on a factual basis and 
without any prejudice whatever. I feel that 
I cannot permit the charges of mismanage
ment and inefficiency on the part of the 
postal people to go unchallenged. We in the 
postal service are trying to render to the 
public the kind of postal service they have 
a right to expect, and at the least possible 
cost. 

We are receptive to any suggestions that 
could eliminate waste and costs, and are 
constantly studying means by which this 
vast business can be handled more economi
cally and more efficiently. There is nothing 
we can do about the increased cost through 
increased salaries and increased transporta
tion rates, which make up 95 percent of our 
expenditures. To accomplish a saving of 
$300,000,000 per annum, as has been so care
lessly suggested by some, would result in re
ducing our personnel by more than 100,000 
employees. This would be equivalent to the 
discontinuance of all postal service at New 
York City, Chicago, Philadelphia, and Bos
to;n, which offices produce approximately 20 
percent of our revenues. 

I have given much of my time to a study of 
this rate structure, and I am willing to be 
of any assistance to this committee in ar
riving at a satisfactory solution based upon 
a policy to be promulgated by this commit
tee and the Congress. 

It has been suggested that I sit down with 
the publishers and reach a compromise on 
second-class rates. In reading the testi
mony which has been given before this com
mittee I note that some publishers state that 
they cannot stand any increases, others state 
that they could agree to a 5-percent increase, 
and still others have suggested a 10-percent 
increase in the rates. A 10-percent increase 
would increase the revenue by only about 
$4,000,000, involving a $200,000,000 subsidy, 
and I could not conscientiously agree to any 
such compromise. I will work with the com
mittee along the lines of any policy that 
they may formulate on this rate question. 

SELLING OF GOVERNMENT BONDS 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, on 
Tuesday of this week, on page 8165 of 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I called the 
attention of the Senators to a circular 
which was sent to me by a lady who 
had been asked to volunteer in the sell
ing of · Government bonds. What I said 
upon that occasion was called to the 
attention of the assistant to the Secre
tary of the Treasury, Mr. Vernon Clark, 
and I know every Senator upon this 
floor will be happy to be informed as to 
just how it happens that these prizes
which I enumerated on Tuesday-are 

given to volunteers according to the pro
gram, and how they are obtained. 

As I said on Tuesday, a prize was of
fered to the person who sold the most 
bonds, the prize being a trip to Bermuda 
in an overseas British plane, with 1 
week's stay at the Hilton Hotel at Ber
muda. In addition, they gave other 
prizes, consisting of dresses, purses, and 
a great many other tbings. 

The assistant to the Secretary of the 
Treasury, Mr. Clark, stated the arrange
ments are as follows: 

We depend upon every town, city, and 
county to . volunteer to sell these bonds. 
They pay their own expenses and any prizes 
that are given workers turning in an out
standing performance is a gift from friends 
of the program; namely, merchants and oth
ers who want to see the savings bond program 
extended because of the thrift it develops for 
our entire population. We have attempted 
to operate our division of the Treasury De
partment in as economical manner as pos
sible. In proof of that our costs of selling 
bonds is now 60 cents per $1,000 worth of 
bonds as compared to 81 cents during the 
war years when we had the help of the Army, 
Navy, and every other branch of the services 
behind us. We think that is rather remark
able in view of the fact we have been able to 
accomplish that by a reduction of personnel 
of approximately 75 percent and creating a 
well, efficient organization. 

Here we have an instance, as the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. BYRD] and I 
have said upon various occasions, of the 
effect of adoption of the Byrd-Langer 
amendment. The effect has been to 
reduce personnel in some of the depart
ments. Here we find that as a result of 
that amendment the Treasury Depart
ment has reduced its personnel in one 
division 75 percent. I think that is a fine · 
record on the part of the Treasury De
partment, cutting the number of em
ployees in one division from something 
over 500 to about one-fourth of that 
number. 

This clearly enlightening statement by 
the assistant to the Secretary of the 
Treasury is especially interesting to me, 
as I know it will be to many Senators 
because of the fact that the per.sonnel 
has been reduced so much. 

TELEPHONES FOR FARMS 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I now 
desire to take up another m.atter, if I 
may. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. LANGER. I yield for a question. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I have a very im

portant matter that I want to present, 
and I wonder how long the Senator will 
take. 

Mr. LANGER. I should say about an 
hour or possibly more. There is nothing 
more important than the matter I pro
pose to bring up at this time, the matter 
of telephones for farmers all over the 
United States. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
may say to the Senator I did not question 
his estimate of the degree of importance 
which should be given to the matter he 
is about to present. I was merely won
dering how long it would take. 

Mr. LANGER. I should say roughly 
an hour. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, in this 
morning's New York Times there appears 
a news item, reading as follows: 
PHONES FOR FARMS ADVANCE IN HOUSE-RULES 

COMMITTEE VOTES TO LET BILL BE DEBATED
PRIVATE COMPANIES PROTEST 
WASHINGTON, June 23.-A bill intended to 

put more telephones on the farms moved 
ahead a step in the House today when it 
cleared the Rules Committee. The House 
m ay act on it next week. Private telephone 
companies have opposed it. 

The bill would authorize the Rural Elec
trification Administration to move into the 
telephone field. It would make loans to 
private companies or to cooperatives set up 
by rural residents to finance extension of 
telephone lines. 

The Agriculture Committee approved it 
some time ago. The Rules Committee, which 
determines how and when most major bills 
will be handled on the House floor, voted. 
today to let it come up and to limit debate 
to 3 hours. 

Los ANGELES, June 23.-The Nation's 6,700 
independent telephone companies are doubly 
jeopardized by Federal taxation and Federal 
competition, it was asserted today by 
Charles F. Mason, president of the largest 
independent, the Associated Telephone Com
pany of California. He spoke before the 
convention of the California Independent 
Telephone Association, of which he is pres
ident. 

"The general public does not realize that 
the Government is actually making more 
profit out of the telephone business than the 
people who own it and try to run it," he said. 

"For example, the Pacific Telephone and 
Telegraph Co. paid a combined tax bill last 
year of more than $35,000,000, as compared 
with . a net income of $25,000,000. My own 
company had a tax bill of $2,375,000 while its 
net income amounted to only $1,560,000." 

"An even more serious threat existed," he 
said, "in the bill before Congress to finance 
rural telephone service through the Rural 
Electrification Administration. This proj
ect, 1n using taxpayers' money to under
write subnormal interest rates and in ex
empting benefited companies ' from normal 
local, State, and Federal taxes and from Pub
lic Service Commission control, would 
amount to limited State socialism rather 
than free enterprise or even regulated pri
vate enterprise," Mr. Mason declared. "The 
real intent of the bill," he said, "was to per
petuate the REA which had nearly finished 
its job." 

Mr. President, as one of the authors of 
one of the bills considered by the Sen
ate Committee on Agriculture and Fores
try, I want to say that this gentleman, 
Mr. Mason, simply does not know what 
he is talking about. He may be the presi
dent of a great telephone COJilpany, but 
he does not know the spirit that actuated 
the Senators who introduced these var
ious bills. The Senators who were inter
ested in these 'bills were the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. THOMAS], chairman of 
the Committee on Agriculture and For
estry, the Senator from South Carolina 
[Mr. JOHNSTON], the Senator from ,Ala
bama [Mr. HILL], the Senator from Iowa 
[Mr. GILLETTE], the Senator from Okla
homa [Mr. KERR], the Senator from 
Florida [Mr. PEPPER], the Senator from 
Alabama [Mr. SPARKMAN], the Senator 
from Texas [Mr. JOHNSON], the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], the Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG], my dis
tinguished colleague, and myself. 

It is interesting to note exactly what 
the situation of the farmers is so far 
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as telephone service is concerned. I do 
not know of any better place to get the 
information than from the testimony of 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HILL], one of the Senators who, with 
the distinguished Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. RussELL], helped to put over the 
REA program in the :united States. 

This man Mason, Mr. President, says 
that the REA program is nearly over, 
when, as a matter of fact, the truth is 
that only half the farmers in the entire 
United States have light and power upon 
their farms. Of course that does not 
worry Mr. Mason. In Japaa 95 farmers 
out of every 100 have liad rural electrifi
cation for a long time. In Germany more 
than 96 percent of the farms had rural 
electrification before the war started. In 
Sweden, Denmark, and Finland the num
ber of farms with rural electrification 
was !).early 100 percent, while in the 
United States less than.51 percent of the 
farms have rural electrification at the 
present time. Yet Mr. Mason says, ac
cording to the dispatch in the New York 
Times this morning, that we are inter
ested in getting REA to take charge of 
having rural telephones because REA has 
nearly -completed its job. If his other 
statements are no more true than that 
statement, I do not have very much re
spect for the veracity of Mr. Mason. 

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. HILL], 
when he testified before the committee, 
went into the matter very carefully. He 
said: 

The facts on the need for rural telephone 
service speak for themselves. There were 
actually more telephones on the farms of 
Ameri_ca in 1920-

Thirty years ago, Mr. President, there 
were more telephones on the farms
than there are today, although we have made 
remarkable progress in every other phase of 
mechanization and electrification on Amer
ican farms. 

I should like to have this man Mason 
and some of the rest of the fat boys 
who are opposed to a farmer having a 
telephone when he is living 25 or 30 miles 
out in the country, and who has chil
dren and can communicate with doctors 
only by telephone-I should like to have 
one of those fellows stay out there when 
illness strikes thB family. 

The Senator from Alabama continued: 
We call business people, lawyers, doctors, 

and folks living in our cities, but we cannot 
reach our farir.ers. Just aS" we cannot reach 
them, they, in turn, cannot reach anybody 
themselves, no matter how urgent the need 
may be for them to reach the doctors or some 
businessman or merchants or suppliers. 

In 1920 nearly 2,500,00 farms had tele
phones. By 1940 this number had dropped 
to only 1,500,000. 

A loss of a million, Mr. President. A 
million less individual farm homes had 
telephones in 1940. 

Despite a slow increase, in 1945 more than 
4,000,000 of America's 6,000,000 farms ·st111 
h ad no telephones. 

Only one out of three farms, on an 
average, in the United States has a tele
pJ:0ne. 

The Senator from North Dakota spoke of 
the situation in his State. If possible, I 
may say the situation is even more acute 
down in my section, in the South where the 

number of farms with telephones dropped 
more than 50 percent between 1920 and 1940. 
We went through the depression and, of 
course, the way these telephone systems 
have to be financed and have had to be 
financed, why, I imagine many of them 
could not survive, and ·did not survive, and 
many other factors entered into it, which 
factors I will come to as I go along in this 
statement. In my own State of Alabama, 
I say to the Senator from North Dakota 
[Mr. YOUNG], the. 194Q census showed only 
8,254 farms, 3.6 percent of all the farms in 
the State- · 

Three and six-tenths percent, less 
than 4 farms out of 100-
had telephones, 316 farmers out of 8,254. 
~any of those were inadequate. 

Those they did have were not even in 
good running condition, according to the 
Senator from Alabama.-

I read further from the testimony of 
the Senator from Alabama, as follows: 

By 1945 &'.Jme 11;000 Alabama farms-still 
only 5 percent-had obt~ined tele.phones. 
An increase from 3.6 percent to 5 percent 
over a 5-year period is progress by inches · 
where we have miles to travel. 

At the same time the farmers have shown 
that they wanted and were able to pay for 
the benefits of modern living. Approximately 
two out of three farms have radios and auto
mobiles. Sev<m out of ten farms have elec
tricity, which means· they also have refrig
erat ors, stoves, washing machines, and milk
ing machines. The most recent survey, just 
completed by the Bureau of Agricultural Eco
nomics in the Department of Agriculture, 
reports as of July 1, 1948, only 37 percent 
of the farms have telephones and shows no 
appreciable increase over 1947. 

If our farmers are to have telephones, the 
small, independent telephone companies 
which serve them must have lon g-term 
financing at low rates of interest. 

·statements by the independent telephone 
companies themselves demonstrate the ur
gent need for this low interest financing. 

In a pamphlet entitled "The Farm Tele
phone Story," issued by the Independf!1t 
Telephone Institute, its spokesman, Mr. E. 
C. Blomeyer, in commenting on my original 
rural telephone bill, introduced by me in 
1944, stated, and I quote: 

"The vital question is that of how the 
small independent companies are going to 
get the money with which to do their part 
of the job if this legislation is not enacted." 

Mr. Blomeyer has recently informed me 
that conditions are still the same and that 
enactment of Senate 1254 is the only effec
tive answer to the problem. 

The need was further demonstrated by the 
findings in 1945 of a finance task group of 
the rural telephone service committee of the 
United States Independent Telephone Asso
ciation, studying the credit needs of small 
telephone companies. The task force report 
opens with this significant statement: 

"The problem of financing for the small 
telephone company to provide funds neces
sary for plant replacement and impr oved 
equipment is one of major importance in 
the independent industry." 

This bill before us, Senators, Senate 1254, 
is simple, direct, and straightforward in its 
steps to meet this need. Briefiy, this is what 
it provides: Senate 1254 would authorize the 
Rural Electrification Administration to make 
loans for the extension and improvement of 
rural telephone service. These loans may be 
made for a period of not more than 35 years, 
at an interest rate of 2 percent per annum. 
The loans are required to be self-liquidating 
within the time agreed upon and may }Je 
used for the financing or refinancing of ex
p ansion and improvement of existing fa
cilit ies. 

The opportunity the legislation offers for 
the refinancing of existing loans is of pri
mary importance to those systems which 
have outstanding debt, in some cases carry
ing burdensome rates of interest and amor
tization schedules which are beyond the sys
tem's capacity to meet, and which prevent 
any modernization of service. The loan 
terms would be a lifesaver to the many sys
tems 'Yfhich have unsuccessfully been seek
ing to :float new issues with which to extend 
and improve their rural lines. 

Mr. President, I ask that the remainder 
of the statement by the Senator from 
Alabama be printed at this point in my · 
remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
YouNG in the·chair). Is there objection? · 

There being no objection, the matter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

On February 14 I appeared before a sub
committee of the House Committee on Agri
cuiture to support a similar bill which I am 
glad to say has been reported by the House 
committee as now on the House calendar. 
In the testimony presented by witnesses be
fore the committee on that date were two 
recent instances where independent tele
phone systems operating in my own State 
had ben granted authority by the Public 
Service Commission to borrow modest sums 
for the purpose of purchasing new equip
ment and expanding their plants to serve 
new subscribers. These companies offered 5 
percent interest in one instance and 4% per
cent in the other, but have been unable to 
borrow this money from private sources even 
at those rates. I have learned of many 
similar instances, all of which indicate that 
private financing is not available, and that 
there is an urgent need for a program of 
Government credit in this field. 

Support of Senate 1254 has come straight 
from the grass roots-from farm and rural 
people who look to this legislation as a means 
of obtaining at last the telephone service 
they need and have so long desired. 

Support of S. 1254 has come from small 
independent and mutual systems who see 
in this type of legislation their only hope 
of being able to modernize and improve their 
facilities and continue successfully in the 
telephone business. 

I want to read two or three excerpts from 
letters from some of these independent 
companies. 

I have here a letter from a man in Min
nesota who. has recently gm;~e broke in the 
independent telephone business and now 
lives in a trailer camp, Senator. He worked 
for years with the Bell system and with 
one of the largest indepsndents and served 
in the Army Signal Corps during the past 
war. He says in his letter: 

"The composite picture is one in which 
the Bell system and the big independents 
have combined to oppose a feasible plan for 
solving an industry problem, for obviously 
selfish reasons. They have. contributed little 
or nothing toward solving the problem. and 
their operations would be affected very little, 
if any, by your proposal. * * *" 

Senator YOUNG. In fact , Senator, their tolls 
would be greatly increased. 

Senator HILL. Well, Senator, I do not want 
to get too far off, but I have been here 
for some time in Congress, and all this takes 
me back, as Senator THOMAS will recall, to 
the fight that the private power companies 
made on REA. 

Senator AIKEN. Why do you use the past 
tense on that? [Laughter.] 

Senator HILL. I accept the Senator's 
amendment. And, of course, the REA has 
ln no way been harmful to the private power 
companies; it has just afforded a larger and 
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a better market for the private power com
panies to sell their commodity, which is 
electricity. 

"They have no legal or moral right to pre
vent passage of this legislation and they must 
not be permitted to do so." 

A company in North Carolina says, and I 
would be glad to bring this letter to you: 

· "We surely hope you will be able to get 
your rural telephone bill passed by this Con
gress so that the small telephone companies 
would be able to borrow money from the 
Qovernment at a low rate of interest to build 
!armer lines so we could give the farmers the 
much needed telephone service. It seems to 
us that it is just as important for the Gov
ernment to help the farm telephone busi
ness as it is the farm power business. ~here 
is a great demand at the present time for 
farm telephones and the small telephone 
companies with the low rates do not have 
the money for the country expansion." 

An independent in Alabama, strongly sup
porting the bill and offering to come to 
Washington and appear before the commit
tee, writes: 

"As far as the need for financing in our 
industry, it is certainly grave. I find that 
most of all our telephone men in neighboring 
companies, and about over the State are able 
and competent telephone men, ambitious to 
serve their territory with adequate telephone 
service, but financing has virtually made it 
impossible in our dreams, plans, or hopes." 

In a letter from a large Midwest independ
ent, the president of the company states: 

"We desire to congratulate you on your 
constructive efforts and extend the hope that 
this very fine bill will be enacted at an early 
date. 

"In this world of ours it seems that nega
tive thinking is cumulative even when con
structive purposes are clearly evidenced. 
Notwithstanding all that has been said op
posing the rural telephone bill which you are 
sponsoring, I desire to go on record as posi
tively favoring the bill. 

"The writer represents approximately 66 
thousand telephones in 7 States, including 
the South and Middle West, where present 
costs permit only selective extensions of 
rural service unless long-time money is avail
able at a low rate. Therefore, to do a good 
job, it is essential that we secure assistance 
which cannot be classified as a Federal 'hand
out.' The provision which makes loans avail
able to independents and others for a 35-year 
period at 2 percent interest adequately meets 
the need." 

The president of another large independent 
operating in Kansas and Missouri, who is a 
member of the board of directors of the In
dependent Telephone Association and vigor
ously supports the l.egislation, makes this ob
servation: 

"While the problem of the syndicated com
panies ls not so serious, particularly in the 
more densely settled sections, most assured
ly the small individually owned exchange is, 
ln a distressed situation insofar as rehabilita
tion of its existing equipment, and in an 
almost hopeless position as to its ability to 
extend into unreserved rural areas contiguous 
to existing excharlges in sparsely settled 
areas.'' 

In conclusion this same writer states: 
"In the absence of the insurance compa

nies or bankers being willing to step in with 
a blanket form of mortgage in order to spread 
their risk and to lend capital to the small 
companies at interest rates and length of 
amortization of debt, similar to your pro
posed legislation, the alternative is for the 
Federal Government to do so. Thus far the 
bills in Congress offer the only glimmer of 
hope in this distressed situation.'' 

Opposition to Senate 1254 ls coming from 
two sources-from the Bell telephone mo
nopoly and from some who claim to speak 
for the small independent companies. 

I can understand the opposition of the 
Bell monopoly. A report by the Federal 

Communications Commission made pur
suant to Public Resolution No. 8 of the 
Seventy-fourth Congress had this to say of 
the Bell system, and I quote from the re
port of the Federal Communications Com
missioner: 

"The Bell system has consistently pur
sued the policy of obtaining control of a 
Nation-wide unified telephone system. Since 
its inception the watchword has been 'one 
system, one policy, universal service.' In 
achieving its present dominant position, the 
Bell system has been successful in the elim
ination of effect ive competition. There is 
today no competition, worthy of the name 
from the Nation-wide standpoint, with the 
unified Bell system." 

The effect of Bell's monopolistic control, 
not only in the field of communications but 
also over the manufacture of telephone 
equipment, was cited-and that is a very 
important thing. I have not the time to go 
into it here, but this thing of how you can 
get your equipment, and how much you have 
to pay for that equipment, and the control 
of those who manufacture and sell that 
equipment is a very important issue. 

I am very much in hopes that this com
mittee will report this bill fairly with this 
Congress, and I urge that. But if for any 
reason this committee finds it just cannot 
report, or if we do not pass this bill in this 
session of Congress, I hope that when the 
Congress · will recess this committee will 
make it its business--either this committee 
or a subcommittee of this committee-to 
investigate and to go into this whole ques
tion, not only in the control of the distribu
tion but in the control of the equipment
who manufactures, who owns these manu
facturers, how these manufacturers and 
these distributing agencies and sal!'lspeo
ple-and find out what is the control, if any, 
over them. 

The effect of Bell's monopolistic control, 
not only in the field of communications but 
also over the manufacture of telephone 
equipment, was cited in the complaint re
cently filed by the Justice Department 
against the American Telephone and Tele
graph Co. (Bell) and its subsidiary, Western 
Electric Co. I quote from page 64 of that 
complaint: 

"By combining under single ownership"
now, notice these words, gentlemen, here ls 
the complaint of the Department of Justice
the control of development, manufacturing 
and distribution of, as well as complete con
trol of virtually the entire market for, tele
phone equipment used in the United States, 
the defendants have fixed the types, quan
tities, and prices of telephone purchases and 
sales, and have controlled the plant invest
ments and operating expenses on the basis 
of which Federal and State regulatory au
thorities must fix rates to be charged sub
scribers for both local and long-distance 
telephone service." 

Now, this is one of the answers to your 
question in the beginning, Senator, that I 
knew I would come to. 

Senator GILLETTE. Senator HILL, are you 
quoting from a complaint filed by the De
partment of Justice? 

Senator HILL. By the Department of Jus
tice, that is correct. 

I would be delighted to furnish for the 
record the full complaint. I have just taken 
this quote from page 64. 

The CHAmMAN. Without objection the 
complete report in the nature of a complaint 
will be placed in the record at this time in 
connection with Senator HILL'S testimony. 

Senator HILL. I would like to have it at 
the end of my testimony. It is somewhat 
lengthy. 

The CHAIRMAN. It will be placed at the end 
of your testimony then. 

Senator HILL. "The absence of effective 
competition has tended to defeat effective 
public regulation of rates charged subscribers 
for telephone service since the higher the 

prices charged by Western for telephone 
apparatus and equipment the higher the plan 
investment on which the operating com
panies are entitled to earn a reasonable 
return." 

In other words, this question of what the 
equipment costs goes r ight to the heart of 
the question of what the rates are, ·and, of 
course, the question of the rate determines 
so largely the matter as to whether or not 
you can go into these rural areas. 

It goes back to that thing of the power 
people. I remember they testified on the 
House Committee of Military Affairs, of 
which I was then a member, that we could 
not do this to any farm without going into 
bankruptcy. Well, the REA has not gone 
into bankruptcy, as · the Senator from Ver
mont so well knows. 

"The noncompetitive prices of Western's 
manufactured products have the dual effect
and I am talking about manufactured prod
ucts now; that goes right to the heart of 
this thing-of increasing manufacturing 
profits and of raising telephone operating 
profits by inflating· the rate bases of the 
Bell operating companies. Both increases 
accrue to the benefit of A. T. f ; T. The dif
ference between the apparent and the real 
costs of telephone service represents hidden 
profits which are beyond the reach of public 
regulation. The defendants' triple monop
oly of development, manufacture, and sales 
market of telephones, telephone apparatus 
and equipment has been so used as to delay 
and retard the introduction of improvements 
in the art of telephony which would have 
made telephone service more efficient and 
less costly to the subscribers." That is, 
rural subscribers as well as city subscribers. 

That ls the end of the quote of the De
partment of Justice complaint. 

Monopolistic arrangements such as those 
described above have kept the cost of tele
phone service out of the reach of many farm 
families. Even so, the industry ls' now en
gaged in boosting its rates still further. In 
a recent article in Business Week it was 
pointea out that substantial rate increases 
were won by many of the system's operating 
subsidiaries during 1947 and, at this time, 
applications for additional rate increases
some representing second- and even third-

. round requests-are pending in 29 States. 
I am puzzled as to how the United States 

Independent Telephone Association, the 
same organiZation which in 1945 pointed to 
the problem of financing the small tele
phone companies as· one of crucial impor
tance, can justify to its membership the 
present opposition to Senate 1254. Perhaps 
the answer lies in the domination of this 
association by a small group of large so
called independent companies which in turn 
apparently are dominated by the Bell sys
tem. The testimony these witnesses sub
mitted before the House Committee on Agri
culture in February when the committee 
considered a similar measure is completely 
contradictory to the views expressed to me 
in the letters which I have read to you and 
the many other letters which I have received 
from operators of small independent tele
phone companies throughout the country. 

Senator AIKEN. Your earlier statement 
would indicate that the small companies are 
probably dependent upon the big company 
for their equipment. 

Senator HILL. Yes. If it ls not dependent 
upon the big telephone company, it is de
pendent upon these people who manufac
ture and sell the equipment that they must 
have. 

Senator AIKEN. The manufacturing plant 
which ls controlled by the big cperation 
company. 

Sena tor HILL. That is right. 
These letters indicate that the telephone 

lobby here in Washington does not speak 
for the independent companies which 
strongly support this legislation intended to 
help them. This lobby, which is carrying on 
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a widespread propaganda campaign against 
this legislation, apparently reflects only the 
views of the large interests which dominate 
the telephone industry, 

I can only conclude that "the voice is 
Jacob's voice, but the hands are the hands 
of Esau." 

What are the charges against Senate 1254? 
They are the cries of "socialism" and "Fed
eral cont rol" and "cost ly subsidies" which 
through the years have always been the 
alarums of reaction against progress. 

Let us compare the propaganda and the 
facts: 

First , the bill provides no subsidies that 
will cost the taxpayers. Instead it estab
lishes a self-liquidating loan program and 
expressly requires that all loans be repaid 
with interest. REA's impressive H-year his
tory of success in rural electrification financ
ing completely refutes any such claim. 

Second, the bill will not put any small 
telephone company out of business. On the 
contrary, the bill would give a new lease 
on life to the thousands of small companies, 
both profit and nonprofit, which otherwise 
face extinction or involuntary absorption by 
other companies. By providing credit where 
credit is not otherwise available, the bill will 
make it possible for small independent tele
phone companies to stay in business and op
erate profitably by rebuilding their systems, 
improving their service, and refinancing their 
obligations on a long-term basis. 

The bill provides that funds shall be made 
available on identical terms to private com
panies, public agencies, and cooperatives. 

Third, opponents of the bil~ have made the 
claim that Federal financing is a "disguise 
for social planning and Government inter
ference." 

There are m any examples to demonstrate 
that Federal financing does not lead to Fed
eral control. Banks, railroads, utilities, and 
hundreds of other businesses have borrowed 
billions of dollars from the Federal Govern
ment without losing their independence or 
becoming "socialized." 

In fact, gentlemen, it has always intrigued 
me that of the agencies that we set up to 
fight the depression, the one that has con
tinued was the one we set up to help busi
ness, which is the RFC. The NRA, WPA, and 
NYA have long since passed out of existence, 
but the agency which was to help business, 
make these loans to business-big business, 
your r ailroads and your big utilities and your 
ban ks and people lilce that-as we know, it 
continua today. 

Senator AIKEN. You agree, Senator, that 
the record of the RFC is not quite as good 
as the REA as a business? 

Senator HILL. I think the REA record is a 
better business record. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does that complete your 
statement, Senator Hill? 

Senator HILL. No; I will be through in just 
a moment. 

The opponents of the bill have sought to 
create fear in the minds of the operators of 
small independent and mutual companies
the fear that if this legislation is enacted 
the Federal Government or REA coopera
tives would take over or supplant these small 
companies. 

There is nothing in the bill which would 
permit the Federal Government or REA co
operatives to take over or supplant tele
phone companies now giving adequate rural 
service. Under the bill, REA would have 
only the power to lend money and to fur
nish technical assistance where it is wanted 
and needed. The independent companies 
will continue to have the full protection of 
their State utility commissions and regu
latory bodies. 

You cannot go into any State in this 
Union that I know of and set up a telephone 
company without first going to your State 
utility commission or regulatory body and 
getting a certificate of convenience and 
necessity. 

The final determination of whether addi
tional telephone service is needed in a par
ticular area is left in the hands of the State 
authorities. The bill expressly required that 
a Federal loan can be made only after a cer
tificate of convenience and necessity author
izing the new telephone system has been 
issued by the State body having authority 
to regulate telephone service. 

The language in the bill which authorizes 
loans to public bodies and gives such bodies 
the same preference as existing companies 
and mutuals was not intended to place either 
the Federal, State or local governments in 
the telephone business. In several States, 
rural-electrification enterprises are organ
ized, under applicable State laws, as power 
or utility districts which are established by 
statute as "public bodies." It is unlikely that 
public bodies, including the power districts, 
anywhere in the 4.8 States today have statu
tory authority to engage in rural telephone 
service. They may never be authorized to 
enter this field, for that is a matter el:ltirely 
within the control of the legislatures of the 
several States. 

Fourth, there has been much tallt about 
the need for an amendment to the bill to 
prevent duplication of telephone facilities. 
I h ave seen the so-called "antid,uplication" 
amendment proposed by the opponents of 
Senate 1254 and I am satisfied that its adop
tion would scuttle the program envisaged by 
this bill. 

The proposed amendment would perpet
uate the inadequate service now given hun
dreds of thousands of farmers and it would 
prevent others-on the 4,000,COO farms which 
still have no telephones-from getting ade
quate service. 

The provisions of Senate 1254-and as I 
have. said-and the continuing authority of 
the State regulatory bodies do not permit 
duplication in those areas where adequate 
reliable service is being furnished to the 
farmers who want it. Furthermore, we know 
that Congress will never appropriate funds 
for the REA to go into the business of dupli
cation. 

Those who continually talk about the need 
for the amendment are not worried about 
duplication in terms· of facilities which would 
be built to serve farm people already receiv
ing service; their interest lies in preserving 
a monopoly in all the rural areas of the 
United States: This is the same "dog-in
the-manger" attitude taken by the commer
cial power companies when the rural-electri
fication program was first. established. These 
companies regarded rural America as their 
own green pastures to be electrified when and 
how they saw fit. Since creation of REA, 
rural electrification has been carried for
ward without any duplication of the facili
ties to serve farm people. 

As I have suggested the State legislatures 
and the State regulatory bodies can cer
tainly be .relied upon for protection against 
unfair or uneconomical duplication of elec
tric facilities. They can be relied upon to 
give the same protection in the field of rural 
telephone service. 

When we do the job we need to do in 
bringing telephone service to rural people, 
we put wages into the pockets of workers and 
money into the cash registers of merchants, 
manufacturers, and businessmen in every 
State in the Union. 

The expanded rural telephone program 
provided under Senate 1254 would create 
70,000,000 new permanent jobs in private 
industry. 

Senator ANDERSON. How many? Seventy 
million when there are only fifty-eight mil
lion working now? 

Senator HILL. Well, every little bit adds 
just that much more. [Laughter.] 

Senator AIKEN. That is quite a lot. 
Senator HOLLAND. You mean seventy thou

sand. 

Senator HILL. I beg your pardon. I did 
not mean s.eventy million. The figures show 
exacti ~, seventy thousand. 

I will say to the secretary that the chair
man here rather suggested that my time 
had come to a close, and I was reading per
haps too rapidly. It was seventy thousand, 
I will say to the secretary. 

Seventy thousand new permanent jobs in 
private industry paying $200,000,000 a year 
in wages, on the basis of available figures on 
the Nation's telephone industry. 

Most States would find, in this expanding 
industry, a market for one or more of the 
materials utilized in telephone installation. 
For example, let us trace the material supply 
for the installation of a telephone at a farm 
home in Nebraska. Pine poles might come 
from Texas, Alabama, Mississippi, or Okla
homa, cedar poles from the Pacific North
west--

Senator THYE. If I may interrupt you, 
m ight we. get a few down from Minnesota? 

Senator HILL .. Well, you might, but I am 
coming to you next. 

St eel from iron mined in Minnesota-
Sena tor GILLETTE. How do you spell steel? 
Senator HILL. S-t-e-e-1. [Laughter]. 
Copper from Montana and Arizona, cotton 

from Georgia and California, synthetic rub
ber from Oklahoma and Texas, plastics from 
coal mined in Colorado, glass and ceramics 
from New York and Tennessee, and electronic 
devices from almost every State. Expansion 
in the rural telephone field would create ;1. 

great, new mass market and would represent 
a fine opportunity for many smaller manu
factur.ers of telephone materials who now 
have little opportunit y to compete in the 
commercial field. 

The facts I have just outlined point clearly 
to the conclusion that advantages from a 
rural telephone program would benefit the 
entire economy, and promote the welfare of 
the worker and the farmer and the small 

. business man. The possible benefits do not 
end there. The general public would likely 
find itself payirtg less for telephone service 
as the new program expanded. The poten
tialities of a cost yardstick seem as great 
j11 the telephone field as it was in the field 
of rural electrification back in 1935. 

As we go forward with this program for 
adequate rural telephone service, the small 
independent telerhone systems of America 
will be able to operate on a sound and 
healthy basis-the farm families of America 
will get their telephones and share in fuller 
measure the benefits of our Nation. 

This bill, Senate 1254, will do for the 
farmers in the communication field what 
the Rural Electrification Act has done in the 
field of electric service. The enactment of 
the Rural Electrification Act identified the 
Seventy-fourth Congress as the "rural elec
trification Congress" to the millions of farm 
families \;rho had for generatiJns lived and 
worked by the kerosene lamp and carried the 
burden and drudgery of tasks which today are 
performed by a flick of the switch. Just so 
will enactment of this bill identify the 
Eighty-first Congress as the "rural telephone 
Congress" to millions of farm families. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you and the 
members of this committee for your very 
kind and patient hearing. 

The CHAmMAN. Are there any questions 
submitted to Senator HILL? 

Senator ANDERSON. I would be interested 
to know if this 2-percent rate for 35 years is 
available for each privately owned small 
telephone company. 

Senator HILL. That is right. 
Senator ANDERSON. Can any other busi

nessman go in and get it for 2 percent? 
Senator HILL. We are doing that, as you 

know, for the REA. 
Senator ANDERSON. Well, that is a different 

situation entirely. This is a small business
man that owns a small corporation. 

Senator HILL~ That is correct. 
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Senator ANDERSON. You spoke of one of 

them who has 66,000 telephones. 
Senator HILL. Yes. 
Senator ANDERSON. That is a pretty good

sized firm. 
Senator HILL. Yes. 
Senator ANDERSON. Can he go in and re

fln ::ince hif obligation at 2 percent? 
Senator HILL. I would say he would be 

eligible. He wou!d have to meet certain re
quirements by the REA, but he would cer
tainly be eligible to file his application. 

Senator ANDERSON. Why should this man 
get a subsidy from the Government? 

Senator HILL. He gets it on the basis of 
getting telephones to the rural farmers. 

Senator ANDERSON. When he can refinance 
what he has already put up? There might 
be a question to that. . 

Senator HILL In other words, the REA 
migh.; r~.ss on his application as to what he 
may need as a going, modern concern to 
c :::rve these rural areas. 

Senator AIKEN. Would not he have to be 
passed on by the State regulatory bodies? 

Sena.tor HILL. He would certainly have to 
go before p, St.ate regulatory body. 

Senator ANDERSON. Cutting his interest 
rate from 5 to 2 percent-I just do not un
derstand why you would take a private com
pany-

Senator HILL. A State regulatory body 
woua fix the rates at which he could sell 
his telephone service. 

Senator ANDERSON. I do not know of any 
other plan involving 35 years at 2-percent 
interest. 

Senator HILL. This is a question we went 
into with the REA to get electricity. 

Senator ANDERSON. Did the REA Act per
mit small independent companies to come in 
and borrow at 2 percent? 

Senator HILL. We permitted cooperatives. 
Senator ANDERSON. But that is an entirely 

different thing. I am wondering why you 
are going back to refinancing the small com
panies that are independently owned. 

Senator HILL. We are going back to the 
refinancing of them so we can get telephones 
to the farmers. · 

So far as the legislature was concerned, 
all they needed was the loans to build the 
lines to get to the farm homes. They did 
not need, except in certain exceptional cases 
of which we, of course, are familiar, to set 
up the generating facilities to build dams or 
other generating facilities. 

Senator ANDERSON. Well, I am quite well 
satisfied with the idea of extending rural 
telephone Jines when it is done through a 
co-op or any other activity of REA that re
quires their own loans but I have some 
difficulty--

Senator HILL. Of course, you might work it 
this way, Senator. You might just make 
these loans to some cooperatives, but the 
more direct way is to deal with some local 
company. 

Senator ANDERSON. Yes, but I think you 
are stepping off into another new field. 

Senator HILL. Well, you might make the 
loans iri such a way as to extend their lines 
in some indirect way, but this is certainly 
the direct way to do it. 

Senator ANDERSON. But how would they 
differentiate? If American Telephone & 
Telegraph came in and said: "We would like 
to refinance all our obligations at 2 percent." 

Senator HILL. Well, I do not think there 
would be any finding by the REA that they 
needed any financing. I do not think they 
would need any Government financing. 

Senator ANDERSON. Do they have to so find? 
Senator HILL. I would say they would. 
Senator GILLETTE. Page 4 provides the de-

termination by the Administrator of the 
need. 

Senator ANDERSON. In your refinancing 
section I did not see anything on that. Sec
·tton 4 on page 2 gives them the power of 
refinancing. 

· Senator HILL. Page 4, line 6, says: "when it 
1s determined by the Administrator • • • ." 
In other words, he has to make a determina
tion of the necessity to furnish telephone 
service in rural areas-such loans made, et 
cetera. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any further ques
tions to be submitted to Senator Hill? 

Senator HOLLAND. I understood him to say 
in his statement that the independent tele
phone operators association opposed this 
bill. 

Senator HlLL. I said I referred to one par
ticular association that opposed it before the 
House committee. 

Senator HOLLAND. That is the organization 
of independent telephone companies? 

Senator HILL. I do not know that that is 
true. It is supposed to have been independ
ent companies. Now, how much the com
panies dominate that association and are 
tied in with Bell-with these people that 
are controlled by the Bell-I do not know. 

Senator AIKEN. You are not sure, in other 
words, whether the opposition comes from 
the heart or is of a more formal nature? 

Senator HILL. That 1s right. The Senator 
is exactly r ight. 

Senator HOLLAND. My next question would 
be this: Do you have any list of small inde
pendent companies who have protested 
against that position taken by the associa
tion? 

Senator HILL. I have a number of letters, 
some of which I read into the record, others 
I would be glad to supply for the record, from 
independent members, who are members of 
the association, who protested that position 
taken by that particular association. 

Senator HOLLAND. You have the names of 
those? 

Senator HILL. Oh, absolutely. 
Senator HOLLAND. Do you have a list of the 

companies from whom you have heard who 
desire to protest against the stand taken by 
the independent association, and who sup-· 
port the passage of the bill? 

Senator HILL. I have these letters. I do 
not know that I have made a list of them, but 
I have the letters which I would . be glad to 
sup}'ly. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator ANDERSON. 
Senator ANDERSON. I hate to go back, Mr. 

Chairman, but I have this particular case in 
mind of a small company trying to get me to 
find him some 'Way of getting help. I re
ferred him to the RFC, the El Paso area. He 
has gone to them and been unable to get any 
help, and I finally had to end up helping him 
myself in order to keep him alive. 

Now it is being turned over to the Director 
of the REA, who may pass on the adequacy 
of the case. It is a wholly new function of 
REA, as I see it, and I cannot help but feel 
that we are getting quite a ways from rural 
telephones when you start in rehabilitating 
private companies. 

Senator HILL. When you go into REA to 
get this telephone service into these rural 
areas, or to serve rural areas? 

Senator YouNG. Suppose an independent 
concern, a city-wide service, were to apply, 
would they be eligible? 

Senator HILL. I would say not for the city
wide service. I want to be perfectly frank; 
it might be that this might be strengthening 
this company. 

Senator ANDERSON. It has done precisely 
that thing. I think we should take into con
sideration tbese small-city operations in 
refinancing. 

Senator HILL. You undoubtedly would 
have some in certain cases. 

Senator .AIKEN. But the small city or large 
town would have to be in a rural area. 

Senator HILL. That is right. And the ob
ject of the whole thing would be to service 
these unserviced rural areas. 

Senator AIKEN. I think we may well give 
consideration to the right of independents 
that Senator ANDERSON points out. In all 

our recent legislation I think we have written 
into the bills that money should be fur
nished at not less than cost to t he Treas
ury, which, a short time ago, was slightly 
over 2 percent, the idea being that the 
Government is not to lose money even when 
it furnishes services and perhaps m akes free 
administrative costs. 

Senator ANDERSON. But he:re you have a 
small telephone company, privately owned. 
and this man says he thinks 2 percent for 
35 years is right because it could not be 
classified as a hand-out; it could not be 
classified as anything else. 

Senator HILL. It could not be classified as a 
hand-out if it is getting this service to this 
rural area, any more than getting electricity 
to the farm homes might be classified as a 
hand-out. 

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, we thank you. 
Senator GILLETTE. 
Senator GILLETTE. I want to add right there 

on page four, the concluding sentence in the 
first paragraph, bears out just what Senator 
HILL has stated. "Loans under this section 
shall not be made unless the Administrator 
finds and certifies that in his judgment the 
security therefor is reasonably adequate and 
such loan will be repaid within the time 
agreed." 

Senator ANDERSON. I do not see where they 
mention building for rural areas. This is 
only a banking function. 

Senator HILL. But right above that tt 
does say, "when it is determined by the 
Administrator." He has to make a deter
mination of what will be necessary in order 
to furnish or improve telephone service in 
rural areas--in rural areas. That is the 
only basis on which he can make a loan, 
when it is necessary to furnish telephones 
in rural areas. 

Senator THYE. Could it not be interpreted, 
·Senator, in a case where you have a city · 
of 14,000 telephones in existence and serv
ing the city, and where they have lines that 
extend out on this highway and that high
way, but where they have few highways Where 
there is no service. Under this act, how
ever, they could refinance their entire serv
ice of 14,000 and go out and include a few 
of these highways. 

Senator HILL. I cannot conceive, Senator, 
that REA would allow that, and I cannot 
conceive that the Congress of the United 
States would let them do that. 

As you know, they come before Congress 
every year. They come before the House 
Committee on Appropriations; they come be
fore the Senate Committee on Appropria
tions, and I do not suppose there is a year 
when they have not come before Congress. 

Senator AIKEN. Is it not true, Senator, 
that it will be a long time to come before 
any available funds would be required in 
those areas that have no telephone service at 
all at the present time? 

Senator HILL. That is right. 
Senator AIKEN. I would expect the Admin

istrator would certainly give preference to 
those areas that have no service. 

Senator HILL. That is the whole spirit and 
intent of the bill, to take care of those areas. 

Senator YOUNG. What is the interest rate 
provision in the REA Act? 

Senator HILL. Two percent. 
Senator YOUNG. Two percent straight 

through? 
Senator HILL. That is 2 percent; that is 

right. 
Mr. WICKARD. The interest charge to the 

borrower is 2 percel'lt. 
Senator HOLLAND. As the witness knows, I 

am sure of the fact that the REA's appro
priations have not been nearly adequate to 
meet all the requests for the electrification 
of rural areas and for furnishing power to 
rural home areas of his State, and I assume 
States generally throughout the Nation. 

What ·does the witness think about the 
probability of this program, if it were adopt-
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ed, curtailing the amount of funds which 
would be made available for REA? 

Senator HILL. I did not think it would 
interfere there. I think the delay we have 
had in the extension has been really due 
more in the past to lack of material than 
homes. 

Senator AIKEN. It seems to me that one of 
the big advantages of making loans for tele
phone services would be this: Where an REA 
line is constructed that the same system 
could be used for furnishing telephone serv
ice, thereby dividing the costs between the 
telephone service and making it possible to 
reduce the electric service cost, and at the 
same time give telephone service for less than 
the cost would be if a separate line were 
constructed. 

In New England, which is almost fully cov
ered by telephone service anyway, and almost 
fully covered by electric service, we find a 
good many lines where the power compa
nies-I live on one of them myself-and the 
telephone companies went halves. One of 
them furnished the poles and the other one 
set them. This was years ago, and that was 
the only way that I was able to get electric 
service some 15 to 18 years ago, and it seems 
to me that would be the principal advantage. 
The biggest advantage of all is furnishing 
telephone service to the REA members and 
being able to divide the costs so that it would 
not be excessive in either case. 

Senator HILL. It has been demonstrated, · 
as you say, right in your State of Vermont. 

Senator YouNG. I do not think there has 
been a shortage of funds for REA, as Senator 
HOLLAND said a minute ago. We can ask that 
question of Mr. Wickard. I do not think 
there has been any shortage of funds. The 
last Congress appropriated $875,000,000. I 
do not think it has been used up yet. 

Senator HOLLAND. It has been my infor- · 
mation that they have not been able to meet 
by any manner of means all of the requests 
for line expansion. Of course, we will have 
Mr. Wickard discuss that. 
- Senator YouNG. I think that question 
should be answered. 

Senator AIKEN. The money would go even 
further if part of the cost were charged to 
telephone service. 

Senator HILL. You would get both for less 
cost to each. 

Senator HOLLAND. It is not your intention 
that the telephone cost would be absorbed in 
the electric power cost and that you would 
get both the costs for the one? 

Senator HILL. No; I would not say you 
would get both the costs for the one, but I 
would say this: You could get both for less 
cost to each. 

Senator HOLLAND. I would be glad to have 
Mr. Wickard state into the record--

The CHAIRMAN. He will be a witness very 
shortly. We have one witness who desires to 
leave as soon as possible. 

Senator HILL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN. We thank you, Senator 

HILL. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I now 
wish to quote from the testimony of a 
farmer, the president of the Missouri 
Farmers Association, Inc., Mr. F. V. 
Heinkel. Mr. Heinke! appeared before 
the agricultural subcommittee and testi
fied as follows: 

My name is F. V. Heinke!, and my address 
is Columbia, Mo. I am president of the 
Missouri Farmers Association, Inc., a State
wide farm organization having a membership 
of 126,000 farm families in Missouri, and 
also represents the National Council of Farm 
Cooperatives, which represents some 2,600,000 
farm families throughout the United States. 

Here we have an expert speaking, a 
man with authority, a man with experi
ence, a man chosen by 2,600,000 farm 

families to represent them before the 
Senate committee when it came to con
sidering the bill which some of us Sena
tors had gotten together to introduce. 

Mr. Heinke! continued: 
This opportunity to present the views of 

farmers relative to the rural telephone pro
gram which you are considering, is deeply 
appreciated. As a farmer, and living con
stantly in close touch with farmers, I feel 
competent to say that there is a dire need 
for more and better telephone service 
throughout rural America. 

Only about 42 percent of the farms of the 
United States have telephones. But this 
figure does not convey the true picture. 
Service over existing lines ranges from good 
to bad and indifferent. Out in the Midwest, 
rural telephone service has a very bad repu
tation, and that is an understatement. 

Missouri's telephone situation is compara
ble to that existing in most of the country, 
for Missouri is located in the very heart of 
America. Agriculture is its biggest industry, 
and the State ranks well up in point of 
wealth. 

Listen to what Mr. Heinke! tells us 
about Missouri, the home State of the 
President of the United States. He says: 

According to the 1945 census, oniy 45 per
cent of Missouri farms have telephones. In 
26 counties, only 20 percent of the farms 
have telephones, and in 7 counties fewer 
than 1 farm in 20 has a telephone. 

In the great State of Missouri, which 
gave us the President, 1 farmer out of 
20 in some of the counties has a tele
phone. 

I say that if the Republican Party 
during the Eightieth Congress had fol
lowed the advice of men like the Senator 
from Vermont [Mr. AIKEN], the· Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG], and 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE], 
and if it had passed some of the bills 
which were introduced to benefit the 
farmers, we would not have found the 
farmers of the country flocking to the 
Democrats. The Democrats put in their 
platform the promise that they were go
ing to see to it that the farmers would 
be taken care of better than they had 
been taken care of during the 2 years 
when the Republicans were in control. 
If the Republicans are dissatisfied with 
what the farmers did, they have no one 
to blame but themselves. Some of us 
stood on the floor of the Senate day after 
day and week after week and month after 
month for two whole years, calling these 
matters to the attention of the Senate. 
I called the attention of the Republican 
Congress to the need for action, and 
begged 'that something be done for the 
farmers of America. My distinguished 
friend the Senator from Vermont begged 
and begged and begged for a good farm 
program, but was unable to secure it until 
the very last night of the final session, 
and then he ;:;aid he accepted the bill be
cause he could not get a b~tter one, but 
that as a matter of fact he advocated 
things which were much better than 
those contained in the measure passed 
on that final night. 

This farmer, Mr. Heinke!, continues 
in his testimony: 

It seems incredible in these modern times 
that in 6 counties in Missouri, a wealthy 
State located in the center of the United 
States, there are fewer than 3 telephone& 
per 100 farms. 

I have prepared some colored maps for 
you which show clearly the situation in 
Missouri according to the 1945 census. 

It is true that rural America has many 
shortcomings. We lack roads, and adequate 
electric servit:es, and many other modern 
conveniences that are so commonplace to 
city dwellers. But one of the worst of our 
shortcomings is a lack of good telephone 
service. 

Only a tolerant, patient class of people 
such as .farmers would have put up for so 
long with the lack of such a modern con
venience as the telephone. In fact, the 
younger generation of rural people are not 
putting up with it. They are leaving our 
farms in wholesale numbers. In Missouri, 
for instance, during the period 1920-45 the 
number of farmers 55 years and older in
creased 32 percent. In 1945 fewer than 
1 out of every 50 farmers was under 25 
years of age. The average age of farmers 
in our State is approximately 47 years. 

What is happening is that farm children, 
who have been attending high school and 
colleges, are simply unwilling to live under 
the primitive conditions of their forefathers 
in this atomic age. Of course, I know that 
mechanization of agriculture and such in
fluences as a disparity in prices have been at 
work ill this connection, but, by and large, 
young farm people are simply refusing to 
stay on a farm where there are no all-weather 
roads, no electricity, no running water in the 
house, and no telephone service. 

As the young people leave the farm for 
the bright lights and modern conveniences 
of the city, and their parents grow too old 
to operate their farms, the land is sold and 
merged into larger buildings. Thus, our 
farms grow larger and fewer in number. The 
family-sized farms disappear. Absentee 
ownership increases. Our population in the 
cities, where all too many of our citizens 
live in crowded apartments which they do 
not own, grows apace. 

I submit to you that this is an unhealthy 
condition. It is not good for a Nation like 
ours-particularly during a period when 
democracy throughout the world is on trial
to have a large mass of people that own 
nothing but the clothing on their backs. 
When they have no actual, visible stake in 
America, they are a ready prey for those who 
peddle ·panaceas. 

Aside from this sociological aspect, a lack · 
of telephones is holding back the progress 
and development of rural America. Farm 
families badly need good telephone service in 
order to carry on their business. They need 
to telephone for repairs to their complicated 
farm machinery; to call the veterinarian; to 
call for help in case of fire and accident and 
sickness; to order supplies; and generally to 
communicate with their neigh,bors about 
their work, as well as to communicate with 
the outside world. 

In Missouri-

Where this man comes from who testi
fied before the committee, and who rep
resents 2,600,000 farmers-

In Missouri, where the dairy industry has 
been developing as rapidly as roads and 
electric power will permit, we have several 
artificial breeding associations. One of them 
is affiliated with the Missouri Farmers Asso
ciation. It has a stud of 40-odd dairy bulls, 
and competent authorities say this is the 
finest stud of bulls in the United States. 
Last year it was possible to breed only 30,000 
cows. Twice that number of cows could have 
been bred with the same number of bulls 
if the telephone service had been adequate. 

There's no telling how much Missouri 
farmers could multiply the State's wealth 
if they could breed all their dairy cows to 
fine bulls. For instance, by using good bulls 
it is possible to add 100 pounds of butterfat 
to the progeny of one of these anima1s in 
one generation. The average butterfat per 
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cow for the Nation is only 186 pounds, so 
you see what such an improvement would 
mean. 

This farmer-and when I say "farmer" 
I mean farm expert, a man who had 
been asked by 2,600,000 farmers to rep
resent them before the committee-con
tinued: 

I have with me a number of letters re
ceived recently from Missouri farmers com
plaining about the lack of good telephone 
service which I ai;n leaving with the com
mittee for perusal. You will note that a 
number of them came from inseminators 
whose business it is to breed cows artifically. 
Both they, and the farmers themselves, tell 
how they can't breed cows artifically because 
they haven't adequate telephone service. 
These letters say, as I have already men
tioned, that even where there are telephones 
the service is abominable. 

As previously stated, Missouri is no ex
ception. In fact, the figures show that our 
telephone service is slightly better than the 
national average. 

It is noted that the proposal under con
sideration by you does not provide for Gov
ernment ownership of telephone service. 

Mind you, it is not the making of an 
appropriation to put our Government in
to the telephone business. On the con
trary, it is the opposite. I continue to 
read: 

It authorizes the Rural Electrification Ad
ministration to make loans for the expan
sion and improvement of rural telephone 
service under the same terms and condi
tions which the REA has employed for many 
years in making loans for rural electrifica
tion. It provides that funds shall be made 
available on identical terms to private cor
porations and other agencies now operating 
telephone facilities, and recognizes the au
thority of State regulatory bodies over rates, 
service, and service areas. 

In my estimation this is a splendid pro
vision. Farmers have been highly pleased 
with REA service. A common and popular 
question one hears voiced at meetings of 
farmers is, "Why can't we have REA tele
phone service just as we have REA electric 
service?" I'm sure they would be happy if 
the privately-owned telephone companies 
would provid~ them with service. 

Mr. Presicient, the private telephone 
companies will not do it. As I said upon 
another occasion on the floor, when I 
was Governor of North Dakota, my own 
sister was living on a farm less than a 
quarter of a mile off the highway down 
which the line went. I tried to get the 
company to connect my sister's house 
with that line. She lived on -the farm 
with her husband and children. The 
company asked $1,300 simply to connect 
my sister's house with the line on the 
highway. That was after 3 years had 
been spent in negotiating. In the mean
time the REA law was passed. North 
Dakota was the first State to take ad
vantage of the REA law. The REA at 
Kindred, N. Dak., was the second REA 
cooperative organization in the United 
States. As Governor of the State I 
vetoed the first State law which had to 
do with the REA in our State, because I 
said it did not take in enough territory, 
I insisted that more territory be in
cluded. Today the REA at Kindred, N. 
Dak., is one of the largest REA's in the 
United States. We took in all the terri-

tory in the State, including some farms 
which the private companies said they 
wanted $1,300 to connect up to their 
lines. 

I read an interview set out in an Asso
ciated Press dispatch of yesterday. At 
the meeting in California a Mr. Mason 
said that it would amount to State so
cialism to give the farmers the benefit of 
electricity through REA. Yet, mind you, 
the private companies themselves do 
nothing about the matter. As the testi
mony shows, there are fewer telephones 
today than there were 20 years ago. 
The private companies are not trying to 
help the farmer any more than they did 
with electricity in 1933, 1934, and 1935, 
and before that time. Yet they object 
when a group of farmers get together 
and say, "We are going to have a coop
erative. We are willing to have the rates 
set. We are willing to pay every single 
penny it costs. We are willing to borrow 
the money and pay back every single 
cent with interest, but we want tele
phones on our farms." We find private 
firms objecting when, as a matter of fact, 
they have not lifted a finger during all 
these Years to help the farmers, and are 
not helping them now. 

This man who represents 2,600,000 
farmers continued: 

The fact that it has been a very, very long 
time since Alexander Graham Bell invented 
the telephone and more than half the farm
ers of America are still without telephone 
service has not been lost upon farmers. One 
of the big mysteries to them is why the tele
phone companies that have served urban 
areas so well and so long have been unwilling 
or unable to extend the service to rural areas. 
Thousands of farmers who have implored the 
telephone companies from time to time to 
give them service have just about given up 
hope. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may be permitted to yield to 
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCAR
RANJ, and that the proceedings with re
gard to the resolution he is about to in
troduce appear at the end of my re
marks. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I do 
not know that the Senator from North 
Dakota fully understood my request 
when I conferred with him a moment 
ago. 

There is a matter which the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] 
wished to take up. It is a matter which 
I held up on the call of the Calendar the 
other day. If the Senator. from Wash
ington were present, I should like to 
make a few brief remarks, after which I 
should have no objection to taking up 
the measure in which he is interested and 
disposing of it. I wonder if the Senator 
from North Dakota would care to yield, 
with the understanding that the pro
ceedings in connection with that sub
ject shall appear following his remarks. 

Mr. LANGER. I am glad to yield. As 
soon as the Senator from Washington 
reaches the Chamber, I shall yield the 
floor. 

Mr. President. I ask unanimous con
sent that the remainder of the testimony 
of Mr. Heinkel be printed in the RECORD 
at this point as a part of my remarks. 

There beirig no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 

Thousands of farmers who have implored 
the telephone companies from time to time 
to give them service have just about given 
up hope. If the seeming lethargy of the tele
phone companies is due to their inability to 
finance the expansion into rural areas, then 
this measure under consideration by you will 
provide the solution to their problem_ 

If, on the other hand, they are simply un
willing to provide such service to rural areas, 
then it is necessary for Congress to help the 
rural people to help themselves by making it 
possible for REA financed cooperatives to 
render the necessary service. Perhaps a com
bination of both would be best for the entire 
country. 

Since telephone lines must connect up 
with the whole network of systems that 
serve the Nation, it is obvious that a few 
farmers in a neighborhood cannot provide 
such a service for themselves-at least in a 
satisfactory manner. That's why it is neces
sary, in my opinion, for Congress to help 
rural people"to help themselves. 

After having observed how well REA loans 
have been gradually amortized with interest, 
we have reason to believe Uncle Sam will 
lose none of the money that is invested in 
rural telephone service. It will not be merely 
an expenditure of money, but an investment 
that will bring enormous returns in greatly 
increased wealth produced by agriculture, 
plus a better rural life that will build more 
solidly the foundation upon which our coun
try rests and make it safe for a continuance 
of the free-enterprise system and a demo
cratic form of government. 

This program is one of the most important 
that will come before this Congress, so far as 
rural America is concerned, and I can assure 
you that the farmers of our country will be 
forever grateful to Congress if you adopt it. 

The CHAmMAN. We thank you, Mr. Heinke!. 
Are there any questions? -
We have two more witnesses present from 

out of town who will find it inconvenient 
to be here at future dates when the hearings 
are scheduled to be held. I will call on them 
for brief statements at the present time. 

Mr. LANGER. I also ask unanimous 
consent that the testimony of Frank R. 
Price, manager of the Magnolia Electric 
Power Association of McComb, Miss., be 
printed in the RECORD at this point as a 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 
STATEMENT OF FRANK R. PRICE, MANAGER, MAG• 

NOLIA ELECTRIC POWER ASSOCIATION, M'COMB, 
MISS. 
Mr. PRICE. I am Frank R. Price, manager, 

Magnolia Electric Power Association, Mc
Comb, Miss., an REA cooperative. 

I am primarily interested in this bill be
cause, as manager of an REA cooperative, 
if our members can let us know of a dis
ruption in service we can render much better 
service. 

To bring that to you clearly, I am stat
ing emphatically that we now get post cards 
written 3 or 4 days before notifying us that 
a certain line is out. We cannot do any
thing about picking up service on that line 
until we know about it. 

With telephones that our rural members 
can give us the information, we definitely 
can do a much better job rendering service 
under REA. The things go hand in hand. 
I am definitely interested because I know 
our people need them. 

In the area I serve there are 7 ,200 REA 
members on our system. About 5 percent 
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of them, or less, have telephones, and those 
are the people who are not farmers. They 
are people who live in the rural areas ad
jacent to the larger towns where the tele
phone companies have extended service out 
·to those places. I mean it has extended 
·service to their homes. They a.re not farm
ers. They are people who work in town. 

.We need them on our own farms for the 

.reasons that have been stated heretofore so 
that the people will be able to communicate 
with each other. It will help their social 
and cultural relations and it will certainly 
help their health facilities because they can

.not now call doctors. 
My experience on telephones is very simi

lar to the one Mr. Bryan stated. My father 
had a telephone line, when I was a child, 

. that he built, 25 miles, for strictly busi
ness purposes. But he did pick up along 
that line and extended other lines out in 
order to give the people along the route the 
facilities also. That line has not been in 
existence for 25 years now. There is no 
line in the area there to serve and unless 
this bill . can be passed, or one similar to it 
.has the scope of this bill, I see no chance 
for our rural people to get telephone service. 

I think that is the extent of my remarks. 
The CHAIRMAN. We thank you for your ap

pearance. 

Mr. LANGER. I also ask unanimous 
consent that the testimony of Claude R. 
Wickard, Administrator of the Rural 
Electrification Administration, which he 
gave before the committee on June 11, 
1949, be printed in the RECORD in full. I 
am now ref erring to his statement. I 
am not referring to the questions which 
were asked him. 

There being no objection, the state-
· ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF CLAUDE R. WICKARD, ADV...INISTRA

TOR, RURAL ELECTr.IFICATION ADMINISTRATION 

M·" WICKARD. Mr. Chairman and members 
of the committee, .I have a prepared state-
ment and I shall be glad to give the com
mittee copies so they might more closely 
follow me. 

The CHAIRMAN. The copies are being dis
' tributed by the clerk. 

Mr. WICKARD. I am thankful for your in-
·vitation to present my views on Senate bill 
1254, which would enable local, private tele
phone enterprises with the aid of a self-liqu
dating Federal loan program to meet a most 
urge:'.lt need for the expansion and improve
ment of rural telephone service. 

Through experience gained from having 
spent most of my life on the farm and a life
time association with farm people, I know 
how essential reliable telephone service is 
to rural people. It is far more than a con
venience; it is an absolute necessity. With 
the possible exception of electric power, it 
is hard to conceive of anything that means 
more to the health, happiness and economic 
well-being of farm people than good tele
phone service. In time of sickness, fire or 
other emergencies, a farmer without a tele,. 
phone is practically helpless, isolated by 
miles from .a doctor or other assistance in 
his hour of need. 

The farm is a place of business as well as 
a place of residence and the farmer must 
ha:ve fast, dependable communication service 
if he is to be able to produce efficiently and 
economically the food and fiber upon which 
this Nation depends for its existence. 

For example, during the harvest season 
a quick call into several towns in the area 
may be the only means of locating an essen
tial repair part for a piece of machinery and 
of saving a crop, the product of a year's 
labor. 
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Prompt veterinarian service and adequate 
and detailed local market information can 
be quickly and effectively made available 
only through a reliable telephone. 

From a social standpoint the farmer's wife 
and family, because of their isolation, have 
much more use of telephone service than 
any other group of citizens. 

Looking at it from every angle, no group 
of people needs telephone service as much as 
farmers. Despite this obvious and urgent 
need for good telephone service, the rural 
telephone situation in i;his country is de
plorable. Much less than half of our farm
ers, perhaps somewhere between 37 and 42 
percent, have any kind of a telephone at all. 

Many of those who do have telephones are 
forced to put up with inadequate, unreliable, 
obsolete equipment and service. 

Some of us had been hopeful that with the 
end of wartime shortages some improvement 
would take place. As a matter of fact, the 
performance has been very disappointing 
and, under present conditions, there seems 
to be littie pope for further improvement so 
far as typical farm areas are concerned. To
day the number of farms having telephones 
is actually smaller than it was 30 years ago. 
The 1920 census showed 2,498,000 farms with 
telephones. In 1945 the number had de
creased to 1,866,000. Today, by liberal esti
mates, the toi;al is 2,473,000, or about 25,000 
fewer than in 1920. 

This leaves 3,380,000 farms in this coun
try without any telephone service at all. 
The quality of service on most of the systems 
in the typical farm areas continues to de
teriorate. 

May I draw upon a recent personal experi
ence which is not an unusual one for farm 
people. I have on the walls of my Indiana 
farm home the same telephone instrument 
that was installed there when I was a small 
boy, almost a half-century ago. This service, 
to be as charitable as possible, is uncertain. 
On the morning of May 17 of this year my 
small granddaughter was badly scalded in 
this farm home. At best, doctors a.re hard 
to find in a typical farm area. . The telephone 
had been practically useless for several days. 
However, by heroic effort and urgent plead
ing my daughter was able to enlist the aid of 
the operator who relayed her request for 
help. Only through this extraordinary .ef
fort was a doctor obtained and first-aid f!.(1-
ministered. When I arrived a few hours later 
I was not able to get any use out of the 
telephone at all. A man who repairs the 
line on a part-time basis told me that it 
would be a. day or two before he could get 
it back into commission. He told me that 
the line was in such condition that it was 
getting very difficult to repair, and referred 
to the fact that the old wire had become so 
hard and brittle through age that is was 
very difficult to splice. I told him that after 
the experience .of that day I was hopeful that 
the service could be improved quickly as I 
had visions of other emergencies which might 
arise. He volunteered the information that 
at least $10,000 was needed on this small 
mutual system to put it in usable order. He 
did not venture an estimate as to how much 
more would be required to really modernize 
the system. 

We are getting letters from all over the 
Nation describing situations similar to the 
one which I have just told about. A great 
number of these letters tell how people have 
sought telephone service in vain. Some of 
them relate how the telephone systems that 
were in the neighborhood have gone com
pletely out of commission. Their letters bear 
out the fact that little is being done today 
to improve farm telephone service and that 
the prospects for the future are dark. 

Ever since the first telephone legislation 
was introduced in 1944 we have been hear
ing a lot about the plans that the large com
panies had for expanding their farm service. 

We had hoped that the announcement of 
these plans was not merely a gesture in re
sponse to the legislation which had been 
introduced. 

We, in REA, worked out a model agree
ment for joint use of telephone and power 
facilities with the Bell Telephone officials. 
We hoped that this would be a means of 
cutting costs and expediting rural telephone 
service. Two hundred and six REA coopera
tives have entered into these agreements. 
Yet, the 146 cooperatives which have reported 
the results indicate that a total of less than 
12,000 telephones have been installed through 
the use of their facilities. 

We were bopeful that the telephone com
panies would take advantage of the increased 
·supplies of materials and labor to bring about 
an improvement in rural telephone service 
as has been done in the ·field of rural elec
trification. When the war was over, 45.7 per
cent of farmers had electric service. Today 
over 73 percent have electric service. 

On the other hand, a survey by the Bureau 
of Agricultural Economics of the Depart;ment 
of Agriculture, which was released on May 4 
of this year, indicates no significant change 
between July 1, 1947 and July l, 1948 in the 
total proportion of farms having telephones. 
·I am filing a copy of this survey for the 
·record. 

The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the copy 
will be placed in the record at this point in 
connection with your testimony. 

Mr. WICKARD. The survey points out that 
during the three-year period 1945 to 1948, 
the increase in the proportion of farms with 
electricity was four times the increase in the 
farms with telephones. The survey also in
dicated that the percentage of our farms 
having telephones today is about 2 percent 
less than it was in 1920. These are the 
reasons that farm people are appealing for 
a program to do the job in the rural tele
phone field that has been so successfully 
done in the rural electrification field. 

The Farm Bureau, Grange, Farmers 
Union, National Council of Farmer Coopera
tives, Missouri Farmers Association, and 
other farm organizations have all called at
tention to the seriousness of the telephone 
problem and have urged that national legis
.lation be enacted to solve it. 

There is unmistakable evidence that the 
A. T. & T. and the large independents are 
not going oqt into typical farm territories 
where a high financial return is not in pros
pect. On the other hand, the small inde
pendents and mutual companies simply can
not get adequate financing today to enable 

· them to take care of these territories. 
If it had not been for these small com

panies, both independent and mutual, most 
of the farmers who today have telephone 
service never would have had it, and I would 
like to pay a word of tribute to them. These 
small companies have struggled against great 
odds over the past half-century to bring an 
essential service to farm people. They were 
undercapitalized to begin with and they did 
not have the opportunity to set up adequate 
reserves such as has been done in the REA 
program. Today a great number of these 
small companies are in desperate financial 
circumstances; they need help and whether 
they get it or not depends upon enactment 
of this legislation. 

To put it another way, whether farmers 
get adequate telephone service depends in 
a great majority of the cases upon this legis
lation. I know that a number of these small 
independent companies and mutuals have 
been told that enactment of this legislation 
would socialize the industry, that their lines 
would be duplicated and they would be put 
out of business. This is a complete distor
tion of the provisions and purposes of the 
bill. In the first place, lending Federal 
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money to local independent and mutual com
panies is not socialism by any definition of 
the term. I might point out that the cry of 
socialism is not raised when thousands of 
banks, the railroad companies, and large 
commercial and industrial enterprises bor
row money from the RFC. 

This is a program for getting telephone 
service to farmers. It will be accomplished 
by lending Government funds to the pri
vately owned, locally managed enterprises 
which will do the job. It will be done on a 
self-liquidating basis. This is specifically 
required by the bill. 

As to duplication, the bill provides for all 
the safeguards that can be written into leg
islation. In addition, there are some very 
practical reasons why the alarm over dupli
cation is unwarranted. To be self-liquidat
ing, loans must be economically feasible. I 
don't see how I can possibly certify as to 
the economic feasibility of loans for facilities 
to serve people who are already receiving 
adequate and reliable service. I don't ex
pect to receive applications for such loans. 
But even if I do, the provisions of the bill 
which require recognition of State regulatory 
laws will take care of such applications. Let 
me point out that this provision is precisely 
that recommended by the National Associa
tion of Railroad and Utilities Commissioners. 

I personally want to state that if I were 
in charge of a program to make loans for 
rural telephone service, I would think it wise 
to give preference to those people who are 
already in the business and who are willing 
to do everything practicable to furnish satis
factory telephone service. And I can assure 
everyone that there is no intention on my 
part to make loans to rural electric co-ops 
which would put existing telephone compa
nies out of business. As a matter of fact, few 
if any electric co-ops have a desire or are in a 
position to enter the telephone field at all. 
Furthermore, it would be remembered that 
any administrative action that is unwise, un
fair, or not in the public interest can always 
be halted by the Congress through its con
tinuous control over appropriations. 

I am submitting for your consideration a 
resume of the farm telephone situation. 
This resume bears out in detail the state
ments that I have made that farm people 
are not getting adequate telephone service 
and are not likely to get adequate telephone 
service under existing conditions. 

To sum up, there is a most urgent need 
for improvement and expansion of telephone 
service for farmers. This improvement is 
not taking place and, in my estimation, it 
will not take place unless there is enact
ment of legislation such as proposed in S. 
1254. 

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. Wickard has placed 
before the members of the committee a 
rather sizable number of pages, a large num
ber of pages entitled "Farm Telephones." 
Is tpat what you just referred to? 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes, sir; and that bears out 
in detail the statement I made here about 
the failure of this telephone service to im
prove in typical farm territories. 

The CHAIRMAN. You request this be made 
a part of the hearing? . 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes, sir, I do. 
Senator ANDERSON. I should think it 

should be made a part of the record. 
The CHAIRMAN. Without objection the 

statement will be filed and made a part of 
the record, but not necessarily printed in 
the record. 

(The statement referred to will be found 
in the files of the committee.) 

The CHAIRMAN. Each member of the com
mittee will have his copy of the statement. 

Mr. WICKARD. It is submitted for the use 
of the committee to do whatever they see 
fit with it. 

The CHAIRMAN. Later on after we con
sider this data, if it is thought desirable to 
m ake it part of t he r ecord we can have it 
done. 

Mr. Wickard, inasmuch as you will prob
ably have charge of the program if it is 
provided, or your successor will, I would like 
to have you take this proposed legislation, 
the several bills that have been introduced 
in the House and Senate, make a ·study of 
them, and then at your convenience submit 
such suggestions and recommendations as 
you think should be given consideration by 
the committee to perfect the bill in the 
event the committee sees further fit to 
recommend it favorably, if you will do that. 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes, sir, I believe the bill, 
as now written, is adequate but nevertheless 
I shall be glad to give it further study. 

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to have you 
give us your considered judgment as to 
whether or not it is adequate, whether it 
needs additional provisions, or whether it 
contains provisions which should be de
leted. In other words, we want to get your 
full consideration and any recommenda
tions to be made a part of the record. 

Are there any questions to be submitted 
to Mr. Wickard? 

Senator YouNG. Is there a shortage of 
funds to make loans to farmers cooperatives 
for REA? 

l\fi". WICKARD. No, sir, there is not a short
age of funds at the present time, a shortage 
of loan funds. We are not going to be able 
to loan au Of the funds that Congress has 
made available to us. 

Senator YouNG. Was there a shortage last. 
year? 

Mr. WICKARD. No, sir, there was not a short
age in the year just closing. We will not be 
able to loan . all that money. I would say 
that we just do not have enough people in 
our organization to make the loans under 
present conditions which are becoming in
creasingly difficult. 

Senator YOUNG. You think there is a short
age of administration funds? 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes, sir, there is a shortage 
of people to do the kind of a job that I am 
sure Congress wants done in safeguarding 
the Government's interest and providing the 
service in the . most economical manner. 

Senator YOUNG. Have you employed all the 
people in your department that your funds 
would permit? 

Mr. WICKARD. We have. 
Senator HOLLAND. You do not mean to 

testify that you have been able to meet all 
the legitimate applications for extension of 
service by the REA? 

Mr. WICKARD. No, sir, we have not been able 
to clear all the applications. I thinli:: there 
was a backlog today of more than $400,000,-
000. We are taking care o.f them as fast as 
we can, trying to get all of the projects
they are getting more difficult all of the time. 
We are getting difficult power problems and 
a lot of things which would require a lot of 
study and it just takes time for us and re
quires the very best experience and judg
ment that is available to see that the loans 
are properly made. 

Senator HOLLAND. Your statement is sim
ply that the funds have been more than ade
quate to meet the loans which you have 
been able to approve with your limited per
sonnel? 

Mr. WICKARD. That ls right. 
Senator HOLLAND. You did not mean to in

dicate at all that you have been able to meet 
legitimate requests of farmers for additional 
service? 

Mr. WICKARD. No, we have not been able to 
grant all the loans. 

Senator AIKEN. As I understand it, Mr. 
Wickard, under the REA law, you can, 
and have, to a small extent, made loans to 
private power interests? 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes, sir. 
Senator AIKEN. But that under the law 

preference is given to the cooperatives, where
as under this proposed telephone bill the co
·opera ti ves and the private telephone com
panies would be on an equal basis as regards 
loans, is that right? 

Mr. WICKARD. You are correct, Senator 
AIKEN, in stating that under the REA Act 
we have authority to make loans to persons 
which includes corporations and partnerships 
and individuals, as well as cooperatives and 
public bodies. Under the REA Act, prefer
ence is given to the public bodies and co
operatives. Under this legislation, as I 
understand it, the existing companies, 
whether they be mutuals or independents, 
are on a par with cooperatives. 

Of course, if there is no existing company 
in a territory, then I believe that the co
operatives would be given preference. 

Senator GILLETTE. Mr. Chairman, comment
ing on the statement that Mr. Wickard just 
made, induces me to recall that when we 
passed the legislation initiating REA, your 
predecessor called some of us down from 
Congress to try to induce the farmers to take 
the facilities that had been available for 
REA. 

The initiation of that type of legislation 
and its development could well be considered 
.in connection with what we are now trying 
to do to initiate this added facility. 

Mr. WICKARD. I think that is correct, Sen
ator GILLETTE. I believe when we first started 
out with the rural-electrification program, 
under the first Administrator, it was hoped 
and thought that the existing power com
panies would avail themselves of the low 
rate of interest and the long amortization. 
But they did not, and therefore the Congress 
specified when it wrote the original REA Act 
that cooperatives would be given preference. 
That is the way it stands today. 

Now, there was one matter which was 
brought up here awhile ago by Senator AN· 
DERSON and I may be incorrect in my analysis 
of the bill-that is, with reference to whether 
we could finanee an existing telephone com
pany which may be intending anyway to ex
tend the ·service in the rural territory. As 
I read the bill, it is pretty plain that the 
Administrator of the program could only 
loan money for the purpose of the improve
ment, expansion, construction, and acquisi
tion and operation of telephone lines, facil
ities, systems to furnish and improve tele
phone service in rural areas. I believe rural 
areas are defined as towns of 1,500 or less. 

Senator ANDERSON. That very definitely 
limits the possibilities because you have not 
used the word "refinanced." If that is your 
understanding of it, there is certainly no 
objection on my part to the bill. 

Mr. WICKARD. It says "for the purpose of 
financing or refinancing the improvement, 
exp~nsion, construction, acquisition, and op
erat10n of telephone lines, facilities, or sys
tems to furnish and improve telephone serv
ice in rural areas." 

I would think, Senator ANDERSON, the 
amount of funds will never be too ample and 
the objectives of the act, as stated, would 
limit us to the use of funds to where it was 
to be shown plainly that a good job of im
proving and expanding the service in rural 
territories would take place, rather than to 
refinance anybody who is in the business now 
just because he could get a lower interest 
rate--

Senator THYE. That would be my ques
tion--

Mr. WICKARD. That would not be the case. 
Senator THYE. That would be my ques

tion, Mr. Wickard, assuming that a telephone 
company existing in a town of 14,000 was 
owing $50,000 to the local banker-just 
using the words "local banker"-and that if 
he made application to you to be refinanced 
where he would obtain his loan and through 
your agency to refinance himself to pay the 
banker the $50,000, on which he might be 
paying 2, 3, or 3'h percent interest--now you 
would reject such a loan? 

Mr. WICKARD. Under my interpretation of 
the bill as now written it would not permit 
it, and I would hope that anybody who 
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would administer the program would not 
do it if the bill would permit it. 

Senator ANDERSON. Let me give you another 
one: Suppose .this individual is already ln 
the community, a rural community, and he 
is serving that community and he desires 
to extend this into rural areas. That is 
going to upset his financial situation be
cause he probably has a mortgage on his 
plant and he is not able to expand that 
mortgage. Therefore he comes to you and 
says that ln order to build these two lines 
which may represent only 10 percent of his 
business that he desires to have you refinance 
his whole existing capital structure at 2 
percent for 35 years. 

Now, if you have permission to do that, 
then I cannot help but think that is wrong. 

Mr. WICKARD. I agree with you. I do 
not think the bill gives permission to do 
that and I think it would be bad policy to 
do it. 

Senator ANDERSON. That is all I am try
ing to· get at, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. WICKARD. I think that discussions like 
this ought to clarify that particular ques
tion that you brought up. 

Senator ANDERSON. That is the only ques
tion, Mr. Chairman, that I have. If per
mission is only to finance the extension to 
an existing system, then I am not as worried 
about it. I do think that it is far better to 
provide that, when these private industries 
and cooperatives are involved, the rate of 
interest shall be the rate which the Govern
ment pays. I think otherwise you get into 
complications. 

Mr. WICKARD. May I say, Senator, that this 
question is before me at this particular time 
because a power company, an electric power 
company in Senator HOLLAND'S State, has 
applied for a loan to improve their trans
mission system, and I do not look with favor 
upon that loan because it cannot be clearly 
demonstrated that that is going to be of 
great benefit to serve the territory where 
the local cooperative is dependent upon that 
company. It is not a new question and lt·ls 
one you must have some administrative 
flexibility to meet, but, as I said, I would 
take very seriously the instructions, limita
tions, stated in this bill when that kind of 
question comes up. 

The CHAmMAN. Any further questions? 
Senator AIKEN. Going back to Senator AN

DERSON'S hypothetical case, you would not 
have any right to finance two rural lines 
for a system in a town of 14,000 population 
unless you first satisfied yourself that that 
system was entirely solvent. 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes, and we might be able, 
or might be required, in order to get into 
the central system, to build some lines with
in the city limits, but they would have to 
be a part of the extension to the rural peo
ple, as I see lt, before we could do that. 

Senator HOEY. With reference to financ
ing private companies where they already 
have obligations and would need more money 
in order to make these extensions, is it the 
policy to require that liens previously en
tered into shall be canceled out and the 
Government has the first lien? 

Mr. WICKARD. No, sir, that ls a problem 
Senator ANDERSON and you both brought up, 
of previous liens, but our attorneys must be 
satisfied, of course, that we are protected 
on the property on which it is to be built 
and we want to have a mortgage and the 
first claim on that, and that does cause 
difficulty at times, but we do not go ln, as 
we did in the case ln your State, Senator 
THYE, a town in your State which ls serving 
REA lines, and refinance the whole munici
pal operation or plant. We simply finance 
only that part which ls needed to extend 
service to the rural people and try to get 
security upon that part rather than upon the 
other which would bring about this problem. 

Senator HOEY. In so many of these small 
telephone companies they have a good many 
obligations and of course if they had to clear 

it all, as Senator ANDERSON mentioned, un
less they did refinance what they had we 
would not be able--

Mr. WICKARD. They do have some indebt
edness which causes them problems. Some
times we have not been able to make a loan 
to private companies which wanted to ex
tend ·service ln rural territories because of 
the problem you bring up. 

Senator HOLLAND. Going pack to the ques
tion of interpretation of the provisions of 
this proposed measure for the making of 
loans, I will ask Mr. Wickard to look at the 
words on lines 14 to 17, page 2, of S. 1254, 
whtch reads: 

"• and for the purpose of financ-
ing or refinancing the improvement, expan
sion, construction, acquisition, and opera
tion of fac111ties to render telephone service." 

I ask him to note that the word "acquisi
tion" is used there. Is it. not correct that 
under those words the Administrator would 
be permitted to approve and to finance the 
acquisition and operation of facilities now 
in existence provided they were purchaseci 
by some new operating company? 

Mr. WICKARD. First, the preference to the 
loan, which ls given down there, the prefer
ence is given to a person providing telephone 
service already provided. Secondly, the con
sent of the commission of the State might 
have jurisdiction and it would have to be 
obtained. Then, the persons who owned the 
property would have to be willing to sell. 

We have the same problem-I think Sen
ator ANDERSON referred to it awhile ago--you 
cannot very well finance a loan to buy some
thing that ls not for sale. 

Senator HOLLAND. I am going back to the 
proposal advanced by Senator ANDERSON: It 
seems to me that you have answered that 
you would not be able to finance the present 
owner who is in ·trouble, but it seems to me 
quite clear that under this wording you 
would be able to finance a new purchaser to 
acquire and operate and that I would object 
to more than anything. · 

Senator ANDERSON. It might be a coopera
tive-I am trying to get to the situation that 
has caused a good deal of trouble in the 
operation of REA, namely, where REA has 
gone in a community of 45,000 people and has 
acquired the entire property there from the 
owner in order that it may use the low rate 
of interest for other obligations, to finance 
construction in the areas where it would not 
otherwise be feasible to carry lines. 

I am not in accord with it too much be
cause it is necessary to expand it, but as Mr. 
Wickard knows, I could give him many com
munities in my State where that is going on 
right ·now, the acquisition of the entire prop
erty in the community in order that you 
would extend that community a lower rate 
of interest on its applications to carry lines 
which otherwise would be difficult to sustain. 
We are pretty well committed on electrifica
tion, but does this now mean that you could 
go to this community and, as Senator THYE 
was talking about, acquire that telephone 
line because it was not able to build in rural 
areas, use it as a nucleus, and then by a new 
cooperative build a line out to these rural 
areas that need serving, all the time operat
ing the plant within the municipal 
boundary? 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes, I would say it merits 
that acquisition if all its conditions were 
met first. You carry out the objectives of 
the program if the State commission gives 
its approval and has jurisdiction, and sec
ondly that the people who have a telephone
who have the facilities-now are willing to 
sell. 

For instance, in your State or in the South
west, the Fairbanks-Morse people have a sub
sidiary company which perhaps· got into the 
power business because they have generators 
to sell. They now want to withdraw and 
they have o1!ered those facilities for sale and 
they are making loans to some cooperatives to 
acquire those properties which are for sale 

in order that they can have a little of the 
cream in order to take care of the thin terri
tory in other parts of the area. 

Senator ANDERSON. Now, all of the things 
of that sort are contemplated under thb 
bill-starting telephone companies? 

Mr. WICKARD. There could be such things as 
that, yes, sir, if there was as plain a case given 
there. I do not know how much of that 
there would be. As I said, all of the parties 
would have to be in agreement, give their 
consent, and all the objectives would have 
to be met. 

Senator AIKEN. I think that som3 provision 
for acquisition would be necessary in the bill 
because I recall the early days of the rural 
telephone in New England where as few as 
a h.alf dozen fam111es would build a line to 
their own homes and tie in with what was 
the nearest main line of the New England 
system. I would expect there would have 
to be some provision for acquisition to per
mit them to sell out a line which they may 
h3:ve built for themselves even though it 
might not be more than a couple of miles 
long. That would not be necessary in New 
Engla_nd now, so far as I know, because they 
combine them into small telephone compa
nies, or already the New England system is 
taking them over. 

But I expect there are still plenty of those 
cases in other parts of the country. 

Senator ANDERSON. I am sure I am not wor
ried about what happens out in rural areas 
so far as that rural line is · rehabilitated. 
wi:iat ! am asking about is the provision in 
thIS bill to go into a community of nearly 
any size, acquire their entire telephone prop
erty in order that you may be able to use 
that as a starting point for spreading tele
phone lines in the rural areas. That does 
present some problems particularly. 

Senator AIKEN. I would think that would 
be taken care of. 

Mr. WICKARD. May I say, as I visualize 
this acquisition, we exercise this authority 
mostly ln cases where today we have 50,000 
o ~ 60,000 small mutuals, or self-help compa
nies which do not have in many cases any 
central station or any operator and those 
farmers have a little investment. In order 
to give them the proper kind of service you 
would have to take over some<of these lines. 
Many of them are practically worthless, but 
nevertheless it seems to me here must te 
some authority to do that so of thing. I 
am sure it is not contempla ed that the 
money wm be used to go in a d buy prop
erties in nonrural towns or area now unless 
there must be some very urge t circutti
stances, because I am sure there would not 
be enough funds for that and I do not think 
the need will be in that direction as much 
as it will be in other directions such as I 
have just described in these very small iso
lated lines that farmers themselves are try
ing to maintain but which ought to be made 
a part of a larger system. 

The CHAIRMAN. It occurs to me that we 
should consider this legislation with respect 
to the man who lives in a rural area like 
we consider the REA to get the service to 
this individual and to his home. Then, that 
being the primary consideration, of course 
secondly we must take into consideration the 
source or the end or the place where the line 
starts. It has to start some place and should 
start at some exchange. 

But the first thing, it seems to me, is to 
consider the bill from the standpoint of 
the people living way out in the country 
away from even villages. Then that is going 
to bring up the question of whether or not 
the existing lines, poles, and conductors, 
can be used for the transmission of telephone 
messages. 

Now, I think the members will soon agree, 
1f they have not already, that to be a Mem
ber of Congress he should be a specialist, an 
expert in every line of human activity. 'Well, 
of course, that does not happen, and we 
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are going to require the advice of some elec
trical engineers to advise us whether or not 
the existing lines can be used and new lines 
that are constructed can be used. Can the 
witness give us any information at the pres
ent time whether or not you can transmit, 
hook up, telephones to our existing power 
lines and send messages back and forth with
out detriment to the power lines and get 
satisfactory service? 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes, sir; that is possible and 
being done today. 

The CHAIRMAN. We want information to 
that effect some time before the hearings are 
concluded. · 

Mr. WICKARD. All right, we can give you the 
number of telephones on REA systems that 
are using the power line as a carrier for the 
telephone message. 

The CHAIRMAN. If you will advise someone 
to make a special study of this particular 
feature and then advise the committee, we 
will give him an opportunity to advise us 
with respect to the engineering and scientific 
features. 

Mr. WICKARD. I would say to you, Senator, 
now, and let me give you further. information 
on that, that the joint use of the power lines 
for transmitting telephone messages as well 
as electric power is practicable and ls feasi
ble except for one thing: The Western Elec
tric people, who are the only people manu
facturing instruments today, are charging 
so much that lt is economically difficult to 
use that type of service. It is a question of 
economics rather than engineering. 

The CHAIRMAN. We would like to be ad
vised with respect to that feature of the 
matter. 

Mr. WICKARD. We will supply that for the 
record. 

Senator HOLLAND. I would like to ask the 
witness to elaborate on his statement con
tained in his formal statement, and I quote 
from it: 

"As a matter of fact few lf any electric 
co-ops have a desire, or are in a position to 
enter the telephone field at all." 

Does that mean that even though there ls 
the chance to utilize the electric transmis
sion lines that there ls some reason why the 
co-ops do not wish to enter this field? 

Mr. WICKARD. That perhaps ls not too well 
stated. It meant for the telephone cooper
atives to go into the telephone business and 
operate any kind of telephone facility-now 
I did not mean to exclude letting the other 
telephone companies use the poles, or power 
line itself. I was merely trying to say that 
I did not know of any REA cooperatives 
that want to set up a telephone exchange 
and go into that operation and I say I do 
not think very many of them are in a posi
tion to do so because their State laws do not 
permit them to do that. There have been a 
lot of assertions and claims made by some 
of the people opposed to this bill that the 
electric cooperatives are going to go in and 
take over the small mutual independent com
panies. I am trying to make a statement 
here that that ls not desired by the electric 
cooperati.ves and would not be possible if they 
did desire it, and I do not favor it. 

Senator HOLLAND. I want to ask clarifi
cation of one more portion of the witness' 
statement. This is on page 2 of his state
ment, and I quote-he has just said that a 
model agreement for joint use of telephone 
power and facilities has been worked out 
by REA and that 206 REA cooperatives 
have entered into this model agreement. 
Then he comes in with "Yet, the 146 coop
eratives which have reported the results, in
dicate that a total of less than 12,000 tele
phones have been installed through the use 
of their facilities." 

Does the witness have ' any figures on 
the total membership of those 146 coopera
tives who were in position to utilize the 
telephone facilities? 

Mr. WICKARD. No, I do not have it. I do 
not know how close we could come to it. 

We would know the number of REA 
subscribers of the number of 146 reported, 
but I do not believe we would have any 
way of finding the number of them who do 
not have telephone service. It would ·be 
a sizable number, many times 12,000, but I 
could not give you the total number that 
might use this joint agreement if it were 
possible to do so 

Senator HOLLAND. May I ask the witness 
to elaborate just what ln his opinion ls the 
reason for the use of telephone facilities by 
only 12,000 telephone users in the case of 
those 146 co-ops using this model agreement 
who have reported? 

Mr. WICKARD. There are several reasons: 
One of them, and a primary reason, is that 
the telephone companies themselves are not 
interested in getting out lp.to the typical 
rural territory to put in telephones even 
though this joint use agreement ls available. 
Now this simply goes back to the problem 
that some of them do not have the fi
nances and those who have the finances 
are not interested in getting out into typical 
REA territory. A number of co-ops-and 
I see the gentleman who just testified nod
ding his head-have asked that the tele
phone companies who do enter the joint 
agreement agree to serve all the people of 
the territory so you would not have a cut
ting up and skimming off of the cream 
through this agreement so there would be a 
lot of people who never would get service 
because of this activity. 

In other words, there has not been an 
entering into these agreements to a scale 
which would satisfy the local REA coopera
tives that they were going to get the same 
kind of telephone area coverage service that 
they were extending to their patrons. 

Senator HOLLAND. Am I correct in my 
understanding that these 206 joint model 
agreements were with the Bell Telephone Co.? 

Mr. WICKARD. No, sir; they were with Bell 
and independent both. We worked with 
Bell trying to work out what we thought 
was a model kind of agreement. I will have 
to admit some of the telephone companies 
thought that it was too much in favor of 
the cooperatives and some of the cooperatives 
thought that it was too much in favor of 
the telephone companies. We did our best 
working with Bell ofilclals for several months 
to work out something that we thought 
might be fair to spread the benefits and 
economies to both of the cooperatives, power 
people, and to the telephone companies. 

Senator THYE. Mr. Wickard, the whole
someness of this legislation ls to the extent 
that we are focusing not only our own at
tention, the public attention, and the util
ity's attention to the situation and the prob
lem. Now, the utilities will serve a town, or 
a city, in an excellent manner because the 
public demands that. The farmer gets out 
here on the end of a line somewhere and if 
his line is out of order and it does not affect 
the utility in general, why it may be sev
eral days before he gets any specific relief 
from the disturbances on the line or the 
fact that the line is out of order. 

So I say that the legislation is creating 
the type of public interest what is most 
wholesome to give you better telephone serv
ice out in the rural areas. Now, I will say 
that I have had some experience with it be
cause I not only reside where a mutual oper
ates, a little individual group affiliated by 
central connection to our regular telephone 
company in town, but I was manager of it for 
a number of years. I took all the complaints 
from the housewives and everybody else and 
I know just exactly what the situation is. 
We finally gave it to a private company and 
they assumed it and brolte up the unit that 
we had and put it on a half-dozen lines so 
our numbers were changed and the com
munity was in a sense served in a much 
better condition than we had ever been able 
to have served ourselves. We did not pay a 

great deal more for the monthly service 
charge. But to start with we could not get 
anybody to build for us, so we built it our
selves, but time finally progressed to a point 
where they saw fit, or there were enough 
subscribers, to make it profitable for the 
company to take us over. 

I see the point here that you have got iso
lated communities that are exactly in the 
same condition we were 30 years ago. 

Mr. WICKARD. I am sorry to say I am still in 
one. 

Senator THYE. I am surprised, sir, you as 
one of the Cabinet members, or have been 
in the Cabinet, and now at the head of REA, 
that you have not convinced the utilities or 
the company to do something about your line. 
I am awfully surprised, but you must be in 
pretty much of an isolated area, or other
wise--

Mr. WICKARD. I do not like to have inferred 
that we are backwoods people, or a backwoods 
community. We have our own mutual com
pany and have been there for more than a 
half-century. I suspect that the farmers in 
that territory have a little feeling about the 
matter. [Laughter.) 

Senator - THYE. I was only kidding you 
about that. You are in a mutual, and it is 
your own fault that you are no better off in 
the service rendered than you a.re, and the 
only reason you have not better service is 
that you did not want to subscribe, or you 
did not want to charge one another suffi
ciently to make possible a reconstruction of 
the line. 

Now that is what happened with us. We 
could not get enough of a subscription for 
the reconstruction so we just gave it up and 
gave the line away. Now that is just about 
where you are right today. One of these 
days--

Mr. WICKARD. We do not intend to give the 
line away. 

Senator THYE. One of these days your 
wives will get mad and give it away on you. 

Senator Hot.LAND. Mr. Chairman, I think it 
is important for the witness to state, and I 
am glad that he has stated, that these 206 
cases using the model agreements were not 
all with the Bell Telephone Co., because I 
had gathered that impression from his 
statement. 

Mr. WICKARD. No, sir; they are not. They 
are open to any telephone company that 
wants to use them. 

Senator HOLLAND. One more question I 
have is this: Do you know, Mr. Wickard, why 
in this act these other services are included 
within the field of facilities which are 
covered? 

Mr. WICKARD. Well, today we hear a lot 
about telephony, and I was struck by a pam
phlet put out by the American Telephone & 
Telegraph and a letter that came to my desk 
a few days ago showing how the great grand
daughter of Alexander Bell-a picture of this 
very nice-looking young lady-was talking 
over a telephone in her automobile. Now we 
may have some kind of development like that 
particularly in some of the isolated farm ter
ritories where it is more economical, if de
velopments occur, to use a wireless or a radio
type of telephone communication than it 
would be to build a long line with a lot of 
poles and other expensive equipment. So 
the bill provides for a wireless although I 
think only the economics involved would say 
whether you should ever use a wireless type 
for transmission. 

Senator HOLLAND. It ls intended, however, 
to permit REA financing of wireless com
munications if that proves to be economical? 

Mr. WICKARD. Yes; if that is economical. 
The CHAIRMAN. I understand we have now 

some machinery gadget called a "walkie
talkie" outfit where an individual can tallt 
into it and people at a distance can get that 
and transmit it, receive the sequel, and con
vert it into language and they can talk back 
and forth-is that true? 
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Mr. WICKARD. Yes, sir; that is some of the 

electronic development. During the war 
that was used very effectively in combat. 

The CHAIRMAN. It would not have to be a 
"walkie"-it might be a "sitting-walkie
talkie", is not that possible? 

Mr. WICKARD. It is possible and might be 
desirable where distances are great or people 
are isolated. 

The CHAIBMAN. Of course, we all recognize 
that this is a new invention. There is no 
legislation on the statute books with respect 
to this matter definitely, and we are trying 
to find out just what can be done, and then 
when we find out what can be done we will 
decide whether or ·not we will start to do it. 
We want all these facts presented to us if 
we can get them. In order to do that it is 
going to take time and when this bill is 
finally reported and passed, we should have 
definite programs so that the people who 
are interested would know exactly what we 
are preparing to do, what we propose to do, 
and how we propose to do it. If the hear
ings can bring out those facts upon Which 
we can build a definite conclusion, or state 
a definite conclusion of what they can get by 
borrowing money and installing the equip
ment, they are entitled to know that. I 
think if we can get that idea before the rural 
people they will know immediately whether 
or not they are interested-now perhaps that 
is the wrong statement-they will know 
whether or not they want to investigate it. 

The REA has taken some time to get to its 
present status and it will probably be some
time after this is installed before it will 
be very widely used, but if this system can 
be developed without the use of poles or 
wires,-that ought to be investigated and made 
clear in the record. If you will set your engi
neers to the task of getting this data together 
and at a later date present that to US, we Will 
be glad to have it. 

Mr. WICKARD. Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to say I am in agreement with what you have 
stated that perhaps, in the beginning we 
ought to go rather slowly, as we did in the 

·REA program. Experience is a wonderful 
thing in a thing like this where you do not 
have a precedent. 

I also would like to say that I would like to 
have this committee very thoroughly discuss 
these things and give the administrators of 
this program, this bill, if enacted, all the 
guidance that they can so that the admin
istrators will know what the Congress in-
tends. · 

The CHAIBMAN. Thank you, Mr. Wickard. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that my own 
statement at that time be printed in the 
RECORD at this point as a part of my re
marks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF HONORABLE WILLIAM LANGER, 

UNITED STATES SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF 
NORTH DAKOTA 
Senator LANGER. I want to say, Mr. Chair

man, that I have read the statement of Mr. 
HILL and endorse it in its entirety, every 
single word and line and paragraph in it. 

Out in North Dakota, roughly 30 percent 
of our farmers have telephone service. I 
do hope that none of the rural lines are 
going to be injured. I am sure this com
mittee would in some way integrate those 
lines already existing, using the REA lines 
that we now have existing there. 

I want to say that the people of our State 
want it very much. Some of our people are 
as much as 40 miles away from a doctor, and 
you can understand what it means to them, 
especially in wintertime, if they do not have 
telephone service. 

Senator YouNG. How are you fixed on doc
tors? 

Senator LANGER. Well, we have a doctor in 
every county except one; outside of Sioux 
County we have doctors in every one. 

Senator YouNG. But there are towns in 
the past that have had three or four doc
tors, and n·ow have a terrible time getting 
one. 

Senator AIKEN. I think you would have dif
ficulty locating doctors in a county where 
they did not have telephone service, any
way. 

Senator LANGER. Thank you very much. 
The CHAIBMAN. If we reverse the scale and 

have telephones, they could phone in to the 
doctor and either get service or information. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. ·President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that the state
ment of my colleague the junior Senator 
from North Dakota [Mr. YoUNG], which 
appears on page 7 of volume I of the 
hearings held before the Committee on 
Agrfculture and Forestry, be printed in 
the RECORD at this point as a part of my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 

Senator YOUNG. I wonder if you would 
mind an interruption? 

Senator HILL. Not at all. 
Senator YouNG. I wonder if you have had 

the same experience that I have had. I find 
it impossible to call on almost any farmer 
regarding business or anything else. For 
that matter, he may be interested in Wash
ington. Either he has no telephone at all 
or the system he has ls so obsolete you can
not even hear him on a call from Wash
ington. 

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, I also 
ask unanimous consent that the testi
mony of Billy Bryan, of the Cattle Elec
tric Cooperative, of Binger, Okla., be 
printed in the RECORD in full at this point 
as a part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the testi
mony was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 
STATEMENT OF BILLY BRYAN, CA'lTLE ELECTRIC 

COOPERATIVE, BINGER, OKLA. 
Mr. BRYAN. I do not have a prepared state

ment. 
The CHAmMAN. Give your full name for 

the record and your residence. 
Mr. BRYAN. My name is Billy Bryan, from 

Binger, Okla. I operate the Cattle Electric 
Cooperative and I just want to take a few 
moments to tell you about specific cases. 

I have a letter on my desk from the tele
phone exchange at Eakly, Okla. Eakly is a 
town of about 450 people. The man who op
erates that telephone exchange is a cripple. 
He is broken down with arthritis and that Is 
all than he can do. I think he was a doctor 
at one time. Today they have probably may
be 200 telephones out there. Recently, just 
before I came to Washington, they had a 
little storm out in that part of the world and 
it occurred some 3 or 4 miles south of Eakly. 
They attempted to call the highway patrol 
and the fact that they were attempting to 
get the highway patrol brought the highway 
patrol in and we went out with our radio 
cars from the cooperative and transmitted 
information back. There was not anyone 
hurt but \Ve had heard that the town had 
been blown away, so we rushed out to see 
what was going on. They had no telephone 
service at the time. 

He had been petitioning the REA and he 
has written to Mr. Ellis and he has 'been pe
titioning to me to get some kind of help. 

Another example I want to give you is the 
town of Alfalfa, which has a population of 

approximately 150 or so. They have rural 
service. Now, all of these towns have rural 
out-lines. I be}ieve now-I am not too pos
itive on this-but I believe that their service 
lasts from 9 until 5. You have to call at the 
right hour or you do not get through and 
they have connections with an independent 
system in Carnegie. We have a lot of car
riers in one carrier, and have a lot of owners 
billed on our present system with the Bell 
people. It is a very satisfactory arrangement. 

But these localities have never been 
reached by Bell. I do not think Bell would 
even reach them because they are too thin. 

Another example-going back a little bit
my father was a country doctor and in or
der for him to get enough practice and to get 
in touch with these people, he and I built, 
physically and financially, about 3 or 4 miles 
of telephone lines. We built it on anything 
we could find down there, just a lot of black
jack trees-some we nailed to blackjack 
trees, posts, and anything we could find. At 
that time we had the little local telephone 
exchange. · 

Well, that was a farm home where the 
ladies stayed there all the time and then did 
the exchanging around over the country. 
The question was asked: "What went with 
the telephones that we used to have?" They 
are all obsolete, Mr. Chairman. Some of the 
old-timers are so old that they do not work 
any more so they just take them out and 
throw th,em away. That was back in the 
days when they hooked the wires together 
so they could go out and disconnect them in 
a storm. 

The CHAIRMAN. The telephones looked like 
a coffee grinder connected up and sounded 
very much like one? 

Mr. BRYAN. Very much the same thing. 
I think those examples will give you a pic
ture. 

The farmer today does not have a tele
phone system. He does in a few places but 
I am speaking of my own specific area. Tele
phone lines are down in the grass. They 
are tied to fence posts. They are tied to 
blackjacks. They are stuck up on poles. 
They have no system. The phones are bad. 
They have no lightning arresters on them. 

Did you ever see a fruit jar used as an in
sulator on a telephone line? We have lots 
of them where they took a fruit jar, knocked 
the bottom out of it, and stuck it down over 
the post and tied those wires to the insulator. 
I believe that is about the extent of my re
marks, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHAIBMAN. Thank you, Mr. Bryan. 

AMERICAN PO.LICY TOWARD THE 
CHINESE COMMUNISTS 

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the body of the RECORD a statement which 
I have prepared on the subject of Amer
ican policy toward the Chinese Com
munists. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as fallows: 

AMERICAN POLICY TOWARD THE CHINESE 
COMMUNISTS 

(Release by Senator HUGH BUTLER, Republi
can, of Nebraska, in the Senate, June 25, 
1949) 
Mr. President, I have been reading what 

the Senator from New Hampshire, Mr. 
BRIDGES, had to say about the British mine
sweepers used to clear the water around 
Shanghai. He indicated that this was un
doubtedly at the expense of the American 
taxpayers who are being at the same time 
taxed to conduct a cold war against com
munism in Europe. 

On January 20 of this year, President Tru
man made a wonderful speech calling for a 
crusade against communism. He must know 
that communism is a global movement. He 
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must know that it is not, as Secretary Ache
son once said publicly, an economic move
ment. It is social, political, and philosoph
ical. Yes, it is even a religion-a pagan re
ligion that defies the state and denies God. 
Wherever it raises its head, communism must 
be opposed. 

I do not claim to know a lOt about interna
tional affairs, but I do believe that the same 
fundamentals of honesty, honor, and courage 
that have helped us solve our domestic prob
lems are equally applicable to our foreign af
fairs. I do not like to see my country com
promise with evil, and I do not like her to 
show any fear of other countries or their 
leaders. I detest hypocrisy and cowardice. 
The strongest language used by Christ while 
on earth was used by Him in denouncing 
hypocrites. 

If President Truman is against commu
nism in Asia as well as in Europe, I will gladly 
follow him and will support a bipartisan for
eign policy, but I could never follow a hypo
critical or cowardly foreign policy. Mr. Pres
ident, that is the kind of foreign policy we 
have _ today. 

I ch arge t hat it is hypocritical to fight a 
"cold" war against communism in Europe 
and, at the same time, to fail to support the 
Chinese Nationalists who are conducting the 
only "hot" war against communism on a 
large scale in the world today. The advance 
of communism in Asia could prove to be as 
dangerous to the security of the United 
States as its advance in Europe. _ · 

I furt her charge that it is an act of the 
rankest cowardice for a State Department 
spokesman to give the impression that we 
must be careful not to incur the wrath of the 
victorious Chinese leader M:-.o Tze-tung. 
That is the impression that was given to Mr. 
C. L. Sulzberger of the New York Times, 
according to one of his feature articles, on 
February 21, 1949. 

I am not a member of the Foreign Rela
tions Committee of the Sen ate. Therefore, 
I will not t ake up the question of the usur
pation by the State Department during the 
last decade of the powers and responsibilities 
to formulate foreign policy which the Senate, 
jointly with the President, was given by the 
Const itution. 

But I refuse to stand by and permit a 
spokesman of the State Department to give 
the impression to the world that this coun
try is afraid of a Communist leader any
where. I have waited for a withdrawal of 
this statement or a rebuke by a superior. 
None h as been forthcoming. The incident 
called to our attention by Senator BRIDGES 
seems to give substance to the statement in 
the Sulzberger article. For these reasons, I 
feel obliged, as an American and as a mem
ber of t h e Senate, to speak out in prot est. 

If the State Department spokesman 
quoted in the article is afraid of the Com
munist leader of China, the American peo
ple are n ot. If his superiors who have failed 
to contradict this interview are afraid of the 
Chinese ·communists, the American people 
are not . I do not believe the American peo
ple are afraid of the Communists in China 
or anywhere else. I believe it is the duty of 
the State Department, as the official spokes
man for the American people in foreign af
fairs, to make that absolutely clear to all 
~he world. 

EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY OF MARITIME 
COMMISSION TO SELL, CHARTE.R, OR 
OPERA TE VESSELS 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, I 
have an understanding with the Senator 
from Washington [Mr. MAGNUSON] that 
I would be here at the time he sought 
to take up House Joint Resolution 235, 
which I held up the other day on the 
call of the calendar. I think perhaps 
it will do no harm for me to proceed 
in the absence of the Senator from 

Washington. He is being sent for, and 
probably will be in the Chamber within 
a few minutes. 

During the interval between the call 
of the calendar and today a number 
of representatives of labor organizations 
have come to me setting forth the con
ditions which would prevail if this reso
lution were not permitted to go through. 
It has been authoritatively stated to me 
that fifteen or twenty thousand seamen 
would be thrown out of employment, an.d 
that cert ain vessels would be tied up, and 
might go into Government manage:r:ient 
and control, thus impairing employment 
at a time when there are so many out 
of employment. That, of course, is a 
very forceful argument to me. I have 
decided to permit the joint resolution 
to go through without objection. Be
fore I do so, I think in all fairness it 
should be stated, as I think it is quite 
generally understood by the Committee 
on Interstate· and Foreign· Commerce, 
that the present Maritime Commission 
is a commission which has in ·my judg
ment, based upon observation, violated 
the very purpose and intent with which 
that Commission was established. It has 
practically destroyed shipping on the Pa
cific Coast. 

Those of us who are interested in the 
development of the Pacific Coast realize 
that commerce between the Pa".:ific Coast 
and the Orient has gone far toward the 
building of the Pacific Coast area. No 
agency did more for the pioneering and 
building of the Pacific Coast than did 
the Dollar Steamship Line, pioneered by 
that great pioneer of steamshipping on 
the Pacific Ocean, R. Stanley Dollar. 
That line was set in operation and be
came the connecting link between the 
Orient and western America, and so con
tinued for many years. 

The depression which came in 1920 and 
extended to 1934, and even after, caught 
that shipping line in bad financial con
dition, due to a multiplicity of circum
stances and conditions which were im
posed upon it. That shipping line took 
advantage of the law, which gave it the 
right to borrow money from the Govern~ 
ment through the Maritime Commission. 
It pledged its stock as collateral by wa~ · 
of security for the money loaned througb 
the Maritime Commission. That it was 
a pledge of the stock I think no reason
able person can deny. That it was not 
a sale, that it was not a total and entire 
transfer, is so patent from the record 
that one would scarcely desire seriously 
to argue the matter. The fact is that the 
Circuit Court of Appeals of that district
and, in deed, the Supreme Court of the 
United States, speaking through Mr. 
Justice Douglas-made very cogent re
marks on this subject. I shall read from 
the opinion of Mr. Justice Douglas. In 
speaking of the action of the Maritime 
Commission, Mr. Douglas made a state
ment which, to my mind, applies directly 
to the action of the Maritime ·Commis
sion in the Dollar Line case. He said: 

But public officials may become tortfeasors 
by exceeding the limits of their authority, 
and where they unlawfully seize or hold a 
citizen's realty or chattels recoverable by 
appropriate action at law or in equity, he 
is not relegated to the Court of Claims to 
recover a mon_ey judgment. The dominant 

interest of the sovereign is then on the side 
of the victim, who may bring his repossessor 
action -to reclaim that which is wrongfully 
held. 

So, Mr. President, I contend that the 
Maritime Commission in the Dollar Line 
case wrongfully withheld, and is now 
wrongfully withholding, the entire Dollar 
Line, which line gave its pledge by way 
of putting up ·its stock as collateral or 
as security for a debt which it had in
curred to the Federal Government. That 
act in itself warrants putting the Mari
t ime Commission out of business. But 
that is not all it has been guilty of. To 
my way of thinking, no.Governmnt com
mission has gone further toward high
handed arbitrariness than has the Mari
time Commission. 

It was with that solely in mind that 
I took the position the other day, and 
which indeed I take today, namely, that 
this Commission, now under investiga
tion by the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, should, indeed, so far 
as its present powers are concerned, be 
put out of business. But in putting it 
out of business there is no necessity, so 
far as I can see, to put thousands of men 
out of employment. So, if by permitting 
this joint resolution to be passed, we 
·can save the country from that particu
lar calamity, I shall yield the position 
which I took the other day, and shall 
let the joint resolution be passed. 

But I say again that it is such high
handed attitude and conduct on the part 
of public officials in commissions of this 
kind that lead the citizens of the United 
States in many instances to lose confi
dence in their own Government. When 
one seeking to obtain succor and sup
port from the Government under law 

· pledges all he has-as did the Dollar Line, · 
which pledged its stock to secure the 
loan-then finds that the Commission, 
to which the stock is pledged, declares, 
and stands upon its declaration, that that 
was an absolute transfer, and by its au
thority takes the citizen's property away 
from him and holds it arbitrarily, it is 
enough, indeed, to destroy confidence in 
the Government. If we do not do some
thing to prevent conduct of this kind, I 
wonder why we can complain of other 
governments upon which we look now 
with disdain for doing the very same 
thing? 

So far as I am concerned now, although 
I do not see the Senator from Washing
ton [Mr. MAGNUSON] on the fioor at the 
moment, I shall have no further objec
tion to the passage of House Joint Reso
lution 235. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the unfinished 
business be temporarily laid aside, and 
that the Senate proceed to the consid
eration ·of House Joint Resolution 235, 

·Calendar No. 477. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. FER

GUSON in the chair). Is there objection? 
Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, as one 

of those who objected to the considera
tion of this measure at the time when 
the calendar was called, I now withdraw 
the objection, but I associate myself with 
the Senator from Nevada in the state
ment he has made. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection to the present consideration of 
the joint resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the joint resolu
tion <H. J. Res. 235) to continue the au
thority of the Maritime Commission to 
sell, charter, and operate vessels, and for 
other purposes, which had been reported 
from the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce, with amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will proceed to state the amendments 
of the committee. 

The first committee amendment was 
on page 2, in line 4, after the word 
"charter", to insert "(except one in re
spect of a passenger vessel) . " 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in line 12, 

after the word "except", to strike out 
"coastwise services" and insert "United 
States continental coastwise and inter
coastal services and services between 
continental United States ports and 
Alaska." 

Mr. McCARRAN. Mr. President, let 
me inquire of the Senator from Illinois 
or the Senator from Washington whether 
it is contemplated that the joint resolu
tion will extend to the Maritime Com
mission any greater power or authority 
than it had by the act which created it 
in the first instance? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. This extension of 
authority for 1 year limits ·the powers 
of the Commission to this extent: 
Whereas the other extensions which 
have been made, in giving this authority, 
have given the Commission blanket au
thority to sell, charter, and operate, this 
measure limits the Commission's author
ity, and the authority of the shipper who 
charters the ship to the extent that in 
the case of coastwise trade he must keep 
the ship at least 4 months, and in the case 
of offshore trade at least 6 months. That 
is the only provision. I have talked to 
the distinguished chairman of the House 
committee, Judge BLAND, who is familiar 
with the matter, and he is in favor of 
providing for this authority in this way. 

Mr. McCARRAN. Sc if the Commis
sion had no authority, by the law which 
created it, to take absolute possession 
and to run as its own a shipping line 
coming under its authority and jurisdic
tion, this joint resolution will not extend 
such authority to it. Is that correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is 
correct. 
. Mr. McCARRAN. Very well. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the committee 
amendment in line 12, which has heen 
stated. · 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will state the next amendment of 
the committee. · 

The next amendment was, in line 15, 
after the word "and", to strike out 
"coastwise services" and insert "Uniteq 
States continental coastwise and inter
coastal services and services between 
continental United States ports and 
Alask·a." · 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in line 20, 

after the word "charter", to insert "<ex-

cept one in respect of a passenger 
vessel)." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was on page 3, in 

line 2, after the word "except", to strike 
out "coastwise services" and insert 
"United States continental coastwise and 
intercoastal services and services be
tween continental United States ports 
and Alaska." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was in line 5, 

after the ·word "and", to strike out 
"coastwise services" and insert "United 
States continental coastwise and inter
coastal services and services between 
continental United States ports and 
Alaska." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The next amendment was, in line 11, 

after the word "vessel", to insert" <except 
a passenger vessel) . " 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 

completes the committee amendments. 
If there be no further amendment to 

be proposed, the question is on the en
grossment of the amendments and third 
reading of the joint resolution. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the joint resolution to 
be read a third time. 

The join~ resolution was read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I wish to 
express my very sincere appreciation to 
the able Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
McCARRAN] and the able Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. LANGER] for not ob
jecting to the consideration of what I 
deem to be a very important measure. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
may also add my complete agreement 
with the remarks of the Senator from 
Illinois. 

REPEAL OF OLEOMARGARINE TAX 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, if there 
is no further inquiry by any Senator-

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. LUCAS. I yield to the Senator 
from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I should like to 
ask the senior Senator from Illinois 
when he expects to take up the bill to 
repeal the tax on oleomargarine? 

Mr. LUCAS. That is a very good 
question. The Senator from Arkansas 
has made inquiry of the majority leader, 
and as the Senator well knows, I am for 
the bill to repeal the tax on oleomar
garine. It was reported by the Finance 
Committee as I recall, almost unani
mously. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. That occurred 
twice, as a matter of fact . . 

Mr. LUCAS. It is now on the calen
dar. It is like a number of other very 
important measures, as to which certain 
groups are constantly pressing from the 
right, some pressing from the left, and 
some pressing from the center, attempt
ing to get the majority leader to take up 
their measures, which are more impor
tant to their particular interest than 
anything else. Obviously, I wish we 
could take them all up within a week's 
time. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. There seems to be 
nothing pressing now. Why do we not 

pass it now? We just passed a bill very 
easily. 

Mr. LUCAS. I note the Senator from 
Vermont is present, and I am sure we 
could not get unanimous consent to take 
up the bill and also to pass it. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I thought the Sen
ator from Vermont was for the bill. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I suggest that action 
on the repeal of the regulations on the 
sale of oleomargarine be postponed 
until the Government stops buying sur
plus butter. Colder weather would be 
more appropriate for the consideration of 
the bill, because I am sure the heat would 
melt it, if it were brought to the floor of 
the Senate within the next few weeks. 

Mr. LUCAS. Then in all seriousness 
I may say to the Senator from Arkansas 
that I sincerely hope we shall be ·in a 
position to take up the oleomargarine 
bill before we conclude this session of the 
Congress. It is the intention of the Sen
ator from Illinois to do so. It is an im
portant bill. It is important to the con
sumers of the country. It is important 
to the dairy interests also. There will 
be long debate on it, no doubt, because it 
is a highly controversial measure. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Does the Senator 
know whether it is· possible to bring it 
up after consideration of the pending 
bill is concluded? 

Mr. LUCAS. No; it will not be pos
sible to bring it up when consideration of 
the pending business is concluded, be
cause I have definitely agreed to bring up 
the North Atlantic Pact. If I were cer
tain the bill could pass say within 1 or 
2 hours on some afternoon, I should not 
hesitate to bring it up. But I have con
ferred with some of the Senators from 
the dairy States who are interested in 
the bill, and I feel that it cannot pass 
in one afternoon. I think the Senator 
from Vermont will agree to that. 

ST. LAWRENCE ·SEA WAY PROJECT 

Mr. AIKEN. I should not expect that 
it could. I should also like to inquire 
whether the Senator from Illinois thinks 
it .would be possible to get action on the 
St. Lawrence seaway legislation before 
the Congress recesses this summer. 

Mr. LUCA~. Let me say to the Sen
ator from Vermont in answer to that in
quiry, I am not .sure just what can be 
done about it. I have been conferring 
with the chairman of the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, and he has agreed to 
appoint a subcc.mmittee to conduct fur
ther hearings. It seems to me that there 
is very little more to be said perhaps in 
the way of testimony on the subject of 
the St. Lawrence seaway. There could 
be taken whatever additional testimony 
is necessary in order to bring the record 
up to date; and we should get from the 
committee a report on the St. Lawrence 
seaway before this session adjourns. 
Whether we can take up the bill is 
another question. Certainly,,;, as the . 
Senator well knows, a great number of 
major problems, some of which are be
fore committees and some of which are 
now hefore the Senate, must be consid
ered before we adjourn. As one who 
went along with the introduction of the 
joint resolution on the St . Lawrence 
seaway project, I am all for it and am 

• 
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doing all I can to push it as fast as pos
sible in the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

Mr. AIKEN. I thank the Senator for 
the ~nformation. 

AUTHORIZATION TO SIGN BILLS 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President 
of the Senate be authorized to sign duly 
enrolled bills during the recess of the 
Senate following today's session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RECESS 

Mr. LUCAS. I move that the Senate 
take a recess until Monday next at 12 
o'clo".!k noon. 
Th~ motion was agreed to; and <at 4 

o'clock and 45 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until Monday, June 27, 
1949, at 12 o'clock meridian. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
FRIDAY, JUNE 24, 1949 

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
Rev. James Langley, Central Baptist 

Church, Malone, Tex.., offered the follow
ing prayer: 

O Lord, our Lord, how excellent is Thy 
name in all the earth; the whole earth 
is full of Thy glory. To Thee, the giver 
of every good and perfect gift, our hearts 
turn in grateful remembrance for · the 
unspeakable gift of Thy Son. We rejoice 
in the greatest news of the ages, that 
He is alive forevermore, and because He 
lives we, too, shall live. 

We acknowledge no other Caesar but 
Christ. He is King of Kings and Lord 
of Lords. Who is man therefore that 
Thou art mindful of him? Yet Thy di
vine love, like a mighty stream, flows to 
man and challenges his noblest response. 

With the heartthrob of humanity 
focused upon this Nation, we pray for 
wisdom. May the men who from these 
historic halls direct the destiny of the 
world be God's men for such an hour as 
this. Grant, gracious Lord, that this 
great Government, dedicated to the su
preme worth of the individual, shall be 
guided by the eternal verities of Thy 
written and living word. Send peace 
through the Prince of Peace, for we pray 
in the name which is above every name. 
Amen. 

The Journal of the proceedings of yes
terday was read and approved. 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi
dent of the United States was communi
cated to the House by Mr. Hawks, one of 
his secretaries, who also informed the 
House that on June 23, 1949, the Presi
dent approved and signed a bill of the 
House of. the following title: 

H. R . . 1338. An act authorizing the transfer 
to the United States section, International 
Boundary and Water Commission, by the 
War Assets Administration of a portion of 
Fort Brown at Brownsville, Tex., and adja-

cent borrow area, without exchange of funds 
or reimbursement. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 

A message from the Senate, by Mr. 
McDaniel, its enrolling clerk, announced 
that the Senate agrees to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
<H. R. 2989) entitled "An act to incorpo
rate the Virgin Islands Corporation, and 
for other purposes." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the · disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the Senate to the bill <H. R. 
3333) entitled "An act making appropria
tions for the Department of Labor, the 
Federal Security Agency, and related in
dependent agencies, for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1950, and for other 
purposes." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agrees to the amendments of the 
House to the amendments of the Senate 
numbered 25 and 39 to the above-en
titled bill. 

SALE OF PUBLIC LANDS IN ALASKA 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill <H. R. 2859) to 
authorize the sale of public lands in 
Alaska, with Senate amendments, dis
agree to the amendments of the Senate, 
and ask for a conference. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Flor
ida? [After a pause.] The Chair hears 
none and appoints the fallowing con
ferees: Messrs. PETERSON, REDDEN, BENT
SEN, WELCH of California, and CRAWFORD. 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION 

BILL, 1950 

Mr. BATES of Kentucky submitted 
the following conference report and 
statement on the bill <H. R. 3082) mak
ing appropriations for the government 
of the District of Columbia and other 
activities chargeable in whole or in part 
against the revenues of such District for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and 
for other purposes: 

CONFERENCE REPORT ( H. REPT. 900) 
The committee of conference on the dis

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 
3082) making appropriations for the gov
ernment of the District of Columbia and 
other activities chargeable in whole or in 
part against the revenues of such District, 
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full 
and free conference, have agreed to recom
mend and do recommend to their respective 
Houses as follows: 

That the Senate recede from its amend
ments numbered 11 and 19. 

That the House recede from Its disagree
ment to the amendments of the Senate num
bered 1, 2, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 15, 17, 18, 21, 23, 
25, 26, 27, 29, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 39, 
41, 42, 43, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 55, 56, 
57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 62, 63, 64, and 65, and agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 3: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 3, and agree 

to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In l~eu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$280,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 4: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 4, and agree t o 
the same wit h an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of t h e sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$767,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 5: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 5, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$351,300"; and the Senate agree 
to the same. 

Amendment numbered 12: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 12, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum named in said amend
ment insert "$14,150,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 13: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 13, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment, insert "$2,868,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 14: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 14, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1 ,154,260"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 16: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 16, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$420,000"; and the Senate agree 
to the ·same. 

Amendment numbered 20: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 20, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$2,075,250"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 22: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 22, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1,189,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbeted 24: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 24, and agree 
to the same wit h an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$6,443,989"; and the Senate 
agree to t he same. 

Amendment numbered 31: That the House 
reced·e from its disagreemen.t to t he amend
ment of the Senate numbered 31, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$4,040,000"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 53: That the House 
recede from its .disagreement to the amend
ment of the Senate numbered 53, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
J;n lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$976,222"; and the Senate 
agree to the same. 

Amendment numbered 54: That the House 
recede from its disagreement to the amend
fnent of the Senate numbered 54, and agree 
to the same with an amendment as follows: 
In lieu of the sum proposed by said amend
ment insert "$1 ,072,098"; and the Senate 
agree to t h e same. 
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